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RESIDENTIAL SEGREGATION AND SCHOOL SEGREGATION: 
A COMPARATIVE CASE STUDY OF EDUCATIONAL CHOICE PROGRAMS 
MARIAH ALEXANDER 
ABSTRACT 
Research has thoroughly documented reciprocal patterns of residential and school 
segregation. School segregation remains at high levels around the country, despite 
explicit desegregation policies. Due to the embedded nature of residential and school 
segregation, policies characterized by limited intervention have fallen short at alleviating 
either. This study departs from previous research, as it looks closely into four 
metropolitan area case studies, analyzing the historical path that led each metropolitan 
area to their current school choice program, the intent behind each program, and the 
reasons programs may differ. My research analyzes whether school choice programs have 
different impacts on school segregation in the context of historical desegregation and 
surrounding residential segregation, in order to identify whether school choice programs 
can help to alleviate school segregation. This study finds that metropolitan area school 
segregation tends to be higher than the surrounding metropolitan residential segregation. 
Cities with historical desegregation battles showed resistance to implementing 
desegregation policies in favor of more open voluntary programs. Voluntary school 
choice programs rarely alleviated and often exacerbated segregation in schools. White 
students disproportionately attended schools outside of the public school system, while 
minority students remained in traditional public or charter schools. School choice 
programs have been limited in their impact due to restrictions on race-based admissions 
 v 
and inter-district programs, as well as individual choices to avoid the public school 
system. Thus, even in metropolitan areas with explicit desegregation goals, school 
segregation remains high and relatively unchecked.  
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Introduction 
 
Residential segregation and segregation within schools are highly charged and 
interconnected problems that have plagued the United States since integration efforts first 
began. Desegregation has been a policy goal of the federal and state governments across 
the United States. Explicit and forced integration policies, such as busing, indicate 
attempts by the federal government to integrate schools that had once been strictly 
segregated. In the years since desegregation, court ordered policies and judicial oversight 
of desegregation has ended.  
Explicit actions from federal and state governments as well as policy 
implementation at the local level have led to deeply rooted cycles of residential 
segregation in the United States. Tangentially, self-selection by families into 
communities has exacerbated and contributed to residential segregation, along with these 
policy decisions. Residential segregation is defined for the purpose of this paper as the 
level to which whites reside in different areas than minorities (also referred to as 
neighborhood segregation and spatial segregation). Historical discrimination, particularly 
in the implementation of policies at the local levels, has led to perpetuating cycles of 
segregation across residential areas. Unequal application of loans from the Federal 
Housing Administration, redlining of neighborhoods through the Home Owners’ Loan 
Corporation, and explicit decisions of homeowners and real estate agents have kept 
minority families out of certain neighborhoods (Orfield, 1980). These types of policies 
allowed and encouraged white flight to the suburbs, leading to a disproportionate amount 
of minority and low-income individuals in inner cities (Armor, 1980). As a result there 
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have been limited levels of racial integration into these majority white and high-income 
neighborhoods (Spader et al, 2017). These policies have perpetuated cycles of poverty by 
stifling home ownership of minorities (particularly blacks) (Orfield, 1980). The homes 
that black and minority populations have been given access to home ownership have 
historically been in lower valued neighborhoods, regardless of income, thereby furthering 
cycles of poverty and limiting mobility economically (Orfield, 1980). Additionally, 
zoning choices, regulations of affordable housing, and continued discrimination continue 
to perpetuate segregation across residential areas (Spader et al, 2017).  Minority families 
thus have become deliberately spatially fenced off in certain neighborhoods that are 
lower valued and less affluent than white neighborhoods.  
The separation of minority and white families spatially has implications that reach 
far into individual lives and trajectories. Education is particularly impacted by residential 
segregation. School segregation and residential segregation have a cyclical relationship—
families with resources often select into communities on the basis of a number of 
variables (affluence of neighborhood, neighborhood schools, etc.). Minority families and 
families without resources tend to live spatially separate from white and affluent families 
(Spader et al., 2017). Thus, neighborhood schools often reflect the disparate composition 
of surrounding residential areas. Moreover, families with resources are able to choose to 
send their children to schools other than public schools—including private, parochial, and 
magnet or exam schools. In more recent years, many cities have also begun to experience 
black flight from the public school system, as public schools in cities have increasingly 
served lower income and minority students. As a result, public schools within cities are 
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becoming “not simply black institutions, but black lower class institutions” (Metcalf, 
1983). School segregation is often higher than surrounding residential segregation, 
indicating the choices of affluent families and particularly white students to leave the 
public school system.  
Though residential segregation is problematic in itself, the focus of this paper will 
be perpetuating cycles of educational inequality, driven in part by residential segregation. 
Residential segregation has drastic impacts on educational trajectories and disparate 
impacts on minority children in comparison with white children. Nationally, in 2014-
2015, 81% of revenue for public schools comes from local property taxes (varies by 
state); thus, the surrounding values of properties and affluence of neighborhoods have 
impacts on the quality of schools in those neighborhoods (National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2017). There are also no requirements for funding to be the same across 
districts, leading funding inequities to be driven by segregation across districts (see San 
Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez). Funding will be lower in districts that 
are majority-minority with less affluent populations in comparison with majority-white 
districts (often suburbs) containing more affluent populations. In contrast, residential 
segregation will impact the composition of schools, particularly with policies in which 
preference is given for neighborhood assignment. Often, when neighborhoods are highly 
segregated, the district is highly segregated as well as the two are interconnected.  
School choice programs have a reciprocal and interconnected relationship with 
residential and school segregation. Particularly during the era of forced integration, 
school choice policies often had implications particularly for white and affluent families. 
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Court ordered and forced integration policies led to families, particularly white families, 
fleeing certain areas often in favor of areas that were more “favorable” (i.e., white and 
affluent areas) (Armor, 1980). For instance, as busing policies were implemented, many 
white students fled the respective school districts as students of color began to enroll in 
white schools in white neighborhoods (Armor, 1980). Thus, it is important to recognize 
that school choice programs can also lead to white students leaving the school district. 
There has been a well-documented pattern of white flight from districts or schools 
undergoing influxes of minority students (Armor, 1980; Orfield, 1980; Pearce, 1985). 
Families, particularly those with resources, often select neighborhoods or districts to 
reside in based on the school choice procedure and the schools offered in the area. This 
has important impacts on the surrounding levels residential segregation, because as 
families select communities based on school choice, residential areas will be impacted by 
these choices. 
Despite the fact that de jure segregation in schools ended with Brown v. Board in 
1954, public schools re-segregated due to losses in white enrollment. Particularly areas 
with high minority populations, white families with resources often choose to relocate or 
send their children to schools outside of the public school system—“the most serious 
white flight effects occur in districts having substantial populations of minorities, which 
require more extensive mandatory reassignment to accomplish desegregation, and in 
central-city districts with available suburbs, which offer the opportunity for convenient 
residential relocation” (Armor, 1980). In 1977, the court ruled that even if no de jure 
segregation existed in schools, de facto segregation must still be dismantled when a 
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system existed that “intentionally created and maintained the segregated character of the 
core city schools” (see Keyes v. School District No. 1, Denver). This ability to mitigate 
school segregation was limited in the 2007 Supreme Court ruling in Parents Involved in 
Community Schools v. Seattle School District No. 1, which ruled that racial assignment 
was unconstitutional. In other words, schools could not use race as a factor in admissions. 
Demographic data could be used in determining attendance zones or locations for new 
schools (Greenhouse, 2007). Despite the ability of districts to use demographic data to 
provide some alleviation to segregation, many school districts are actually drawn to 
exacerbate segregation (Greenhouse, 2007).  
My research looks into whether school choice programs can alleviate some of the 
symptoms of residential segregation. It is imperative to recognize the reciprocal 
relationship between residential and school segregation. It is also imperative to 
acknowledge that school choice programs are not implemented in a vacuum—they are 
implemented purposefully. Politicians, school boards, and local constituents drive intent 
in school choice. School choice programs often reflect the desires of those active in 
decision-making processes in the area. School choice programs do not always arise with 
goals of integration, and more often than not reflect a desire to maintain the status quo. 
However, for the purpose of this paper, I will be tracing the historical decision-making 
that led to the current school choice policy. I will look specifically at how school choice 
programs impacted school segregation in the context of the surrounding residential 
segregation. Through case studies, I will draw conclusions about the impact of school 
choice programs on school segregation.  
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Through a case study of four metropolitan areas, I find evidence that school 
choice programs are extremely limited by individual choice and Supreme Court rulings. 
Individual choices drive whether or not individuals stay in the public education system 
and therefore comply with school choice programs. Supreme Court rulings limiting inter-
district solutions and the use of race in school assignment have additionally proven to be 
roadblocks to true integration in the public school system. Voluntary school choice 
programs were largely unsuccessful once race-based assignment was discontinued. 
Metropolitan areas with historically contentious desegregation battles mustered weaker 
attempts at desegregation in schools and the voluntary choice programs fell short. White 
families in metropolitan areas attended schools outside of the public system in higher 
proportions than public schools. School segregation in all metropolitan areas was 
consistently higher than residential segregation. In all, school choice programs were most 
effective when race could be used in assigning students, or when reassignment policies 
were mandatory in public schools. My research allows for further expansion into the 
viability of other school choice programs and reinvestment in public schools. 
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Research Question 
Previous literature has documented reciprocal cycles of residential segregation 
and school segregation, in which minority families and white families remain largely 
separate in residential areas and schools. The connection between school segregation and 
residential segregation has been documented through literature, including those 
aforementioned. Neighborhood schools often reflect the segregation of surrounding 
residential areas. Disproportionate amounts of white students have fled the public school 
system nationally. Research has shown that though expanded school choice programs 
have the potential to increase diversity within schools by expanding opportunities for 
minority and less affluent families, increased school choice often increases segregation 
within schools.  
School choice mechanisms describe K-12 education options, in terms of the 
programs that offer alternatives to public schools. The most common school choice 
programs are enrollment laws, scholarship tax credit programs, school voucher programs, 
open enrollment programs, charter schools, and magnet schools. Public schools are 
typically assigned by geographic location. Thus, in areas with high residential 
segregation, public schools often reflect segregation in terms of the racial breakdown of 
their populations.  
In order to further this research, I will look into whether educational choice 
mechanisms can help to alleviate segregation within school districts. In areas with high 
levels of residential segregation, I will analyze the educational choice programs that are 
employed. More specifically, do school districts with higher rates of residential 
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segregation have more open choice programs (in which it is easier to enroll children in 
any school including private, public, and charter—such as open enrollment) or do they 
tend to have more restricted school choice aimed at alleviating some school segregation 
(such as voucher programs or random assignment)? Do these choice mechanisms help to 
alleviate segregation that persists in schools within districts due to residential 
segregation? What is the resulting level of school segregation comparatively to 
residential segregation? I will compare residential segregation to school segregation in 
order to see the patterns of the two and their reciprocal relationship. Furthermore, I will 
look at the historical pathway in each city district that led to the current school choice 
program. This will also provide important insight towards evaluating whether or not 
school choice programs can provide any mediating effect in school segregation.  
In the era since the court ended its policies of integration oversight and forced 
integration, I will look into contemporary attempts that cities have made towards 
integration. Since these school choice programs are limited from programs such as forced 
busing, these school choice programs may not have as far a reach as prior ones. Affluent 
families still often choose areas to live in based in part on the educational opportunities, 
which will shape levels of surrounding residential segregation. Though there is a 
reciprocal relationship between housing patterns and school choice programs, I will be 
specifically looking at the contemporary era in how cities chose to construct their choice 
mechanisms and the results on mitigations or exacerbations of segregation within 
schools. I will trace historically how each city arrived at its current school choice 
program and what the impacts over time on school segregation were. 
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In districts that contain schools with large white populations or large minority 
populations, educational choice programs that incentivize more diversity within district 
schools may be prioritized. Broader choice mechanisms enabling more free enrollment in 
any school across districts may not have the resulting effect of alleviating segregation 
within schools, as has been well documented by white flight from public schools. Though 
broader school choice programs may represent an effort by the district to alleviate 
segregation in schools, expanded school choice has been shown to increase the 
segregation in schools, particularly if educational choice does not include specific 
stipulations or restrictions aimed at increasing diversity. Districts that have different 
choice mechanisms may also be particularly encouraging for white and affluent 
populations to leave public schools in favor of more limited private schools. Though the 
school choice program may give families a wide selection of schools, students without 
access to resources or transportation may not be able to go to the same schools that white 
students do (less affluent and minority students may be more highly affected).  
School choice mechanisms arise for reasons. I will look into the origins of each 
school mechanism, as pertains to their specific goals. Particularly in areas with high 
residential segregation, I will look into whether these school choice programs arose with 
reference to mitigating the effects of residential segregation or providing equal 
educational opportunities. Additionally, I will look into how these school choice 
programs arose—in terms of whether there was a demand for change and what caused the 
contemporary system to be implemented. 
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Hypothesis 
Since literature has documented the link between school segregation and 
residential segregation, it would be imperative for school districts with high residential 
segregation to have programs that attempt to mediate these effects within schools. Within 
areas that have high rates of residential segregation, I would expect broader school choice 
mechanisms in order to encourage diversity and equal opportunity—but only if the 
metropolitan area values desegregation in schools. Many areas exhibit a preference for 
the status quo. Thus, I would expect areas with more historically hostile desegregation 
battles to have less explicit goals towards desegregation and perhaps fewer reforms 
throughout the years. The current basis of literature has started to show the unequal and 
often-detrimental effects of completely open choice, however, many proponents of school 
choice argue that more open policies remain the best at creating diversity and equality of 
opportunity. Thus, even within school districts with goals of desegregation, I would 
expect more open choice to try to mitigate racial segregation within public schools as 
well as improve enrollment levels across racial groups within public schools. I would 
expect school districts that provide more open school choice programs, but with 
stipulations specifically helping to mitigate the perpetuation of residential segregation 
(such as limited choice programs or transportation options) to be more effective at 
mitigating segregation in schools. I would expect districts that provide completely open 
school choice policies without limitations to be less effective at mitigating school 
segregation, regardless of the intended effect. I would expect choice programs that are 
completely open to maintain or exacerbate the residential segregation within schools. Due 
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to past research, when parents can enroll their students in any school they choose, 
students of different races will be disproportionately drawn to different types of schools 
and different areas. Thus, if districts do not make a conscious and well-thought out effort 
(driven by research), the effect of residential segregation will likely be maintained. 
School districts must balance choice with desegregation goals, such as incentivizing or 
assigning students from different racial and socioeconomic groups to schools that would 
not necessarily be their zoned neighborhood school. I would also expect white students to 
disproportionately secede from educational choice programs through entrance into 
private, parochial, or other selective schools. I would expect that in areas with goals of 
desegregation, school segregation would be lower overall than areas without those same 
goals and with more contentious historical desegregation battles. 
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Literature Review 
 
Literature has established the reciprocal relationship between residential 
segregation and school segregation. Due to historical discriminatory policies and 
implementation, residential segregation has remained an extremely pervasive and deeply 
rooted problem through contemporary times. School segregation, similarly, has been a 
politically charged issue that has perpetuated since Brown v. Board. School and 
residential segregation are intertwined, thus, an examination of school segregation is 
most effective in conjunction with residential segregation. 
In the years since mandatory desegregation policies and judicial oversight has 
ended, school segregation remains at very high levels—often in the context of residential 
segregation (Frankenberg, 2013; Reardon et al, 2012; Reardon & Yun, 2005). In 2000, 
school segregation nationally between blacks and whites was lower than neighborhood 
residential segregation nationally, due to explicit integration efforts. However, in 
metropolitan areas between 2000 and 2010 as many desegregation efforts ended, the 
“segregation of Black and White youths in schools and neighborhoods [was] nearly 
identical in 2010” (Frankenberg 2013). Fewer whites are enrolled in public schools 
nationally than in the past, dropping dramatically between 2000 and 2010, particularly in 
minority schools (Frankenberg 2013; Fiel 2013). School desegregation policies (such as 
magnet, charter schools, transfers, and busing) indicate attempts to break the link 
between housing and schooling patterns through diversifying schools (Frankenberg 
2013).  
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Supreme Court decisions have limited solutions to school segregation; thus, 
particularly in districts and metropolitan areas in which residential segregation is high, it 
is increasingly difficult to integrate at a meaningful level. The Supreme Court has limited 
inter-district solutions in terms of per-pupil expenditures, establishing that there is no 
fundamental right to education; therefore, there is no requirement for  “absolute equality 
or precisely equal advantages” (see San Antonio Independent School District v. 
Rodriguez). Another major roadblock to school choice efficacy has been limitations on 
the use of race as a basis for admission and assignment to schools with the goal of racial 
balancing (see Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School District). 
School zones across districts capture differing racial and economic groups, often 
reflecting inequities from segregated neighborhoods. Students’ zoned schools generally 
reflect a largely similar population to the surrounding residential area. School districts 
often encompass both areas with less affluent, minority populations as well as areas with 
more affluent, white populations. School choice programs are the programs that districts 
use in assigning their students to public schools, including voucher programs, magnet 
schools, charter schools, and intra- and inter-district transfer plans. School choice 
programs provide an opportunity to mitigate segregation in public schools by allowing 
students to attend schools aside from their zoned neighborhood public school. School 
choice programs employed within residentially segregated districts thus impact school 
compositions.  
Literature has established that individuals with lesser educational opportunities 
will have fewer opportunities to break out of cycles of poverty, more difficulty achieving 
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higher levels of education, and fewer job opportunities. Concentrations of disadvantaged 
students (racially and socioeconomically) have greater impact on achievement of 
individual’s later in life (Borman & Dowling, 2010; Rumberger & Palardy, 2005). 
Disadvantaged students are more likely to live in segregated neighborhoods with higher 
populations of minority and low-income families; therefore, disadvantaged students are 
more likely to be zoned to attend lower-performing schools (Orfield et al., 2014a). This 
highlights the drastic implications of residential segregation—since school segregation is 
tied to residential segregation, areas with high levels of residential segregation will likely 
have high levels of school segregation. If state and local policies do not address school 
segregation, high-minority and high-poverty schools (concentrated in high-minority and 
high-poverty areas) will limit student’s educational outcomes, more than individual-level 
characteristics.  
Proponents of expanded school choice argue that allowing students and parents to 
choose from an expanded pool of schools will lead to more diversity racially and 
economically. This theory, the liberation model, asserts that expanded choice in the 
school marketplace will lead to more efficient and better performing schools (Phillips, 
Larsen, Hausmen 2014; Betts 2005). Affluent, and often white, families have the 
opportunity to exercise school choice regardless of school choice policies through 
neighborhood choice as well as placing their children in private schools (Johnson, 2006). 
Expanded choice has been argued to advance equality of opportunity as minority and less 
advantaged families lacking natural opportunities of choice (i.e., the resources to send 
their children to private schools or move neighborhoods for educational opportunities) 
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will no longer be constrained by their neighborhoods (Schneider et al., 2000; Betts, 2005; 
Friedman, 1955). Instead, these families will benefit the most through equal access to 
more integrated or higher performing schools as more affluent families (Chubb & Moe, 
1990; Frankenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2011; Lubienski, Gulosino, & Weitzel, 
2009). Minority and less affluent families would have an avenue to leave 
underperforming neighborhood schools, mitigating the perpetuation of neighborhood 
segregation racially and economically in neighborhood public schools (The Friedman 
Foundation for School Choice, 2012; Archbald, 2004; Bifulco, Ladd, & Ross, 2009). 
School choice proponents argue that school choice programs offer an avenue to address 
educational inequities without addressing residential segregation. Educational choice, in 
theory, could create more diversity and educational opportunity (particularly for 
disadvantaged students) than neighborhood schools could provide.  
Many studies find that expanded choice does not have the mitigating impacts on 
segregation within schools asserted under the liberation theory. The conditions that would 
produce market efficiency in the educational marketplace are rarely ever realistic for a 
school district or individuals. Literature has demonstrated that expanded school choice 
programs generally increase the effects of residential segregation racially and 
economically (Bifulco et al., 2009; Fiel, 2013; Ladd, Clotfelter, & Holbein, 2015; 
Frankenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2011; Frankenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 
2009; Saporito and Sohoni, 2006, 2007). Minority and less affluent families seeking 
higher achieving schools or alternatives to their zoned schools will have disproportionate 
constraints placed upon them by their residential area—in terms of access to information 
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and transportation, time, financial resources and affluence, and social networks. Families 
do not have equal ability to access information about different school options and quality. 
Minority and less affluent families face barriers in enrolling their students in schools that 
may be more difficult to gain entrance to or that require transportation (Frankenberg 
2009). Minority and less affluent families participate in school choice at lower levels and 
disproportionately remain in neighborhood-zoned schools—due in part to unequal 
barriers to exercising choice (Phillips, Larsen, Hausmen, 2014). Findings also suggest 
that white, affluent families exercise choice more often and move away from their 
neighborhood schools, resulting in furthering the racial and economic stratification 
among schools that preexisted due to neighborhood segregation (Holme, 2002; Saporito 
and Sohoni 2006, 2007; Goyette, 2008; Bifulco, Ladd, and Ross, 2009).  
Expanded choice often leads parents to choose schools that are close to home and 
have a more homogenous, strong representation of their own race (Glazerman & Dotter, 
2016). About 20% of racial isolation in schools can be attributed to school choice (Fiel, 
2013). White families leave economically and racially diverse public schools to more 
affluent and white schools. White and affluent families similarly participated at the 
lowest rate in school choice when their neighborhood schools had lower rates of poverty 
and less minority students (Phillips, Larsen, Hausmen, 2014). Not only are white families 
more likely to flee racially and economically diverse schools in favor of more segregated 
schools with a higher population of affluent, white students, but minority students also 
move from more diverse schools to schools with higher populations of minority students 
(Bifulco and Ladd, 2007; Booker et al., 2005; Garcia, 2007). Charter schools exacerbate 
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segregation in public schools because a disproportionate amount of low-income and non-
white students attend charter schools in urban areas (Miron, et al., 2010). Research shows 
that the average black charter school is almost 75% black and proportionately less white 
students attend charter schools (Frankenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2010). Families 
with more resources (typically white, affluent families) can also afford to send their 
children to private schools that tend to be higher in performance as well as 
disproportionately white and affluent (Fiel, 2013). Research has demonstrated that 
compared to white non-parents, white parents are more likely to “move to specific 
districts for predominantly white schools” (Owens, 2017). Transportation and time 
resources impact the ability of families to send their children to certain types of schools, 
contributing to the presence of majority non-white charter schools and the overall trend 
of white flight from public education. Thus, in metropolitan areas, expanded school 
choice including private schools and charter schools can exacerbate the residential 
segregation present within and across districts.  
This pattern of white avoidance of schools with high minority populations can be 
found in all types of schools—private, charter, public, and magnet schools. Private school 
enrollment contributes to increased racial segregation in schools and was highly linked to 
residential segregation (Reardon, 2011; Saporito, 2009). White students have a higher 
propensity to exercise choice and leave neighborhood schools through enrolling in 
magnet or private schools when they reside in neighborhoods with higher black 
populations, even when other possible trends are accounted for (Saporito, 2009; Bifulco 
et al., 2009; Lankford & Wyckoff, 2006; Saporito, 2003). The relationship of enrollment 
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and racial composition does not hold for minority students. The typical black student is 
now in a school where “almost two out of every three classmates (64%) are low income, 
which is nearly double the level in schools of the typical white or Asian student (37% and 
39%, respectively)” (Center for Public Education 2017). Charter schools proliferated as 
an attempt to create more diverse schools; however, studies have shown that charter 
schools consistently draw predominantly minority students from public schools, leading 
to increased segregation (Bifulco and Ladd, 2007; Booker et al., 2005; Garcia, 2007). 
Minority students that choose charter schools tend to move to schools with more racial 
segregation than their neighborhood public schools, whereas white students tended to 
attend charter schools with less minority students and disadvantaged students (Kotok et 
al, 2017). In charter schools, “segregation levels for black students are outpacing steadily 
increasing public school segregation” (Frankenberg, 2009). Thus, the movement of both 
minority and white students increase segregation, furthering entrenched patterns of 
spatial segregation that preexist in neighborhood-zoned schools.  
Race may be a proxy for school quality, explaining how the composition of 
locally zoned schools partially drives participation in school choice. The actual quality of 
the school does not drive participation in school choice; however, higher diversity within 
schools is correlated with “higher teacher-student ratios, lower quality teachers, 
decreased safety, and lower student achievement” (Lareau & Goyette, 2014). Even 
accounting for school quality (academic achievement, discipline records, safety distance 
from home, etc.), racial compositions drive school choice (Saporito, 2003). White 
families tend to exercise school choice and select schools based off their racial 
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composition—avoiding schools with higher rates of minority (particularly black) students 
(Saporito, 2003). Findings suggest that students zoned to lower performing schools did 
not participate more in school choice than those zoned to higher performing schools. 
Particularly in diverse areas, school choice increases school segregation regardless of 
school quality (Phillips, Larsen, Hausmen 2014; Saporito, 2003). Racially and 
economically diverse areas experienced increased levels of school segregation with 
school choice, and schools became less affluent and less white (Phillips, Larsen, 
Hausmen, 2014). In contrast, school choices of minority families is not linked to racial 
composition (Saporito, 2003). Choices of white, affluent students lead to increased 
economic and racial segregation in public schools. Since advantaged families (white and 
affluent) have the ability to exercise choice in neighborhood and school choices, 
segregationist tendencies are perpetuated into schools. Furthermore, segregation on the 
basis of race and class often increases with school choice. Highly segregated 
neighborhood schools or private schools are often more appealing to white and affluent 
families who desire more homogenous environments. White families that remain in 
racially balanced schools (whether charter, magnet, or public) do so because they 
prioritize diversity; though white flight from diverse schools is thoroughly documented 
trend.  
Studies have shown that the liberation model and proponents of school choice 
have fallen short in estimates of the equality of participation in school choice and the 
resulting stratification of populations. Disadvantaged families do not have increased 
access to more advantaged schools. Instead, school choice has increasingly stratified 
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school populations and left less affluent, minority families in schools segregated from 
their more affluent, white counterparts. School choice likely will contribute to increased 
segregation in schools, unless policies are particularly designed to encourage racial 
balance in schools. Without explicit policies counteracting residential segregation 
reflected in schools, minority and low-income families often struggle to cope with school 
choice. School choice is typically complicated at face value, and for families facing 
constraints it becomes even more difficult. Only policies that specifically assist 
disadvantaged families (with measures such as “extensive outreach and free 
transportation”) will help to mitigate inequities in educational opportunities perpetuated 
by residential segregation (Frankenberg 2009).  
This literature provides a base to look into school choice mechanisms. Since 
residential segregation is a politically charged and difficult problem to address, it is 
imperative to look into other ways in which districts can alleviate educational segregation 
driven by residential segregation. If districts have different choice mechanisms resulting 
in school segregation reflecting surrounding residential segregation to different degrees, 
then perhaps school choice programs can help to mitigate school segregation.  
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Contribution 
Previous literature has looked into the impact of school choice programs in terms 
of success in alleviating segregation within schools. Due to the limited ability of inter-
district funding solutions for public schools and limitations of using race as a basis for 
admission (resulting from Supreme Court cases such as Milliken v. Bradley and Parents 
Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School District No.1), the programs states 
choose will have an impact on the resulting segregation and composition of public 
schools within different districts across the state. Though addressing residential 
segregation would help to alleviate the resulting segregation in public schools, due to its 
deeply rooted nature and the inability of the government to force populations to integrate 
residentially, residential segregation is difficult to address.  
Previous literature has looked into the impacts of various school choice programs, 
such as transfer programs, and the impacts these have had on the compositions of public 
schools. For instance, research has looked into the impacts of the expansion of charter 
schools and the composition of these schools in cities, including higher percentages of 
minority students attending charters, respectively. Previous literature has also looked at 
the impacts of private and choice or exam schools on exacerbating segregation with 
schools. Literature has furthermore examined how drawing school zones can impact the 
composition of neighborhood schools through either exacerbating existing segregation 
residentially or mitigating it, depending on how zones are drawn. Research has also 
thoroughly developed the propensity of white and affluent students to flee the public 
schools system. 
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My research will further the field through a four city comparison case study. 
These case studies explore whether districts in cities with different levels of residential 
segregation construct their educational choices differently. More specifically, whether 
these different choice mechanisms can alleviate the symptoms of residential segregation 
that perpetuates through public schooling. If districts with higher levels of residential 
segregation or similar levels of residential segregation have certain school choice 
programs that result in lower levels of segregation in schools, then perhaps educational 
choice programs can help alleviate patterns of residential segregation within schools. 
Case studies provide the most explanatory information for this type of research question. 
School programs and residential areas cannot mandate compliance; meaning, individual 
choices will determine segregation in both schools and residential areas. Individuals can 
choose to live in certain areas as well as leave the public school systems. Therefore, case 
studies that explore in depth compliance with school programs will allow for a more 
complete picture of the impact of these programs.  
Past research has looked at whether school choice programs exacerbate existing 
residential segregation patterns within schools. I will contribute by looking into the 
process by which school choice mechanisms are chosen—a deliberate choice that has 
drastic impacts on the composition and success of schools. I will also contribute by 
tracing the development of such a program, its immediate impact on segregation in 
schools, and its impact on school segregation down the line. Many studies look at the 
school choice program as the starting point, while I will look at the development of a 
school choice program. Previous literature looks either closely at particular case studies 
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(by individual school) or at more macro-level impacts of choice mechanisms, without 
disaggregating types of choice mechanisms. Much of the previous literature has looked at 
the impact of school choice programs in specific districts. My research departs from 
previous literature by looking closely at particular metropolitan areas, encompassing the 
entire metropolitan area in order to see the whole picture of residential segregation and 
neighborhood schools. My research will look at the impacts at a metropolitan level, 
which allows for an extensive analysis of the impacts that a district-level policy can have 
on a metropolitan area. This will also help account for white flight and non-compliance. 
Each case study will help illuminate the process and intent behind school choice 
programs. Since school choice programs do not arise in a vacuum and are chosen 
deliberately, a case study provides the most thorough approach. Case studies provide 
quantitative data exploring levels of segregation (residentially and in schools), 
enrollment, and public school characteristics, and also qualitative data that will help paint 
a picture of the larger processes leading to individual school choice programs. 
I will explicitly explore the path of each city to its current school choice program, 
with a broader look into the impacts at the metropolitan area. Though school choice 
programs are employed at the district level, impacts are seen at the metropolitan level. 
Due to spillover effects, school choice programs will have implications for individual 
selection in terms of where to live and what type of schools to attend. By looking at 
metropolitan level segregation, my research is able to more thoroughly show the path to 
school choice programs and the respective ability to mitigate segregation. My research 
traces the impacts of the various programs in the context of preexisting levels of 
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residential segregation, historical desegregation, and the intent with which these 
programs were chosen.  
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Methods and Expected Findings 
I compared four case studies of metropolitan areas around the United States: 
Boston, San Francisco, Chicago, and Philadelphia. For the purpose of my research, case 
studies were the best method. Case studies allow a purposeful tracing of the path of how 
each particular school choice program came into existence and what their impacts have 
been. A large-scale quantitative research project may provide more data points for 
inferences, however, would not take into account the external factors—such as the 
historical path and intent behind each program. Through case studies, each path will not 
be treated as the same. Instead the processes that led to each individual choice program 
will be taken into account. Large-scale quantitative analyses would not take into account 
whether people opted out or did not participate in each choice program (through leaving 
the district or attending other schools). The reasoning behind each programs success or 
failure will not be understood in broad quantitative analysis. In smaller, in-depth case 
studies, the reason each plan may have failed or succeeded will be more closely 
examined. Tracing historical desegregation, the political processes that lead to each 
program, compliance with programs, and flight from the public school system all reflect 
deliberate choices to understand more deeply the rationale behind each program and its 
success or failure. Thus, through my research, I will more thoroughly understand the 
nuance behind each programs success or failure through in depth understandings of the 
intent and rationale behind each respective program. 
First, I analyzed school choice mechanisms that each metropolitan area chose to 
use in the assignment of students and how specific programs arose. Second, I evaluated 
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data on the numerical breakdowns of public schools, private schools, charter schools, and 
magnet schools. I looked at the percentages of minority students in each type of school in 
each city as well as the total enrollment. Third, I analyzed dissimilarity indices. 
Dissimilarity indices are a commonly used description of segregation that measures the 
“percentage of a group’s population that would have to change residence for each 
neighborhood to have the same percentage of that group as the metropolitan area overall” 
(ranges from complete integration at 0 to complete segregation at 100) (Census Bureau, 
Measures of Residential Segregation). In each specific metropolitan area, I looked at the 
change in segregation over time, measured by dissimilarity indices. Then, I looked at the 
metropolitan area school dissimilarity indices overtime. The dissimilarity indices of 
school districts provide the percentage of students that would need to change schools in 
order for the racial composition of each school to mirror the racial composition of all 
students in the metropolitan area. Fourth, I compared the timeframe of school choice 
programs with the school dissimilarity indices overtime. Specifically, when school choice 
programs were implemented, I examined how metropolitan area school segregation 
changed (decreased or increased) and the extent of change, thus evaluating the impact of 
a specific program. In order to look at the impact of the specific school choice program, I 
looked at levels of metropolitan school segregation in the context and in relation to 
metropolitan residential segregation. More specifically, how residential segregation 
changed; and within that context, how school dissimilarity changed in the presence of the 
school choice programs. In other words, as residential segregation increased or decreased 
overtime, I evaluated whether school dissimilarity followed the same pattern. Finally, I 
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analyzed how the number and composition of private, public, magnet, and charter schools 
may have impacted school choice program implementation and patterns of school 
segregation. 
Boston and San Francisco are slightly smaller cities in terms of populations 
(4,836,531 and 4,727,357, respectively), whereas Chicago and Philadelphia have larger 
populations (9,533,895 and 6,096,120, respectively). In terms of people per square mile, 
all four cities are comparable. San Francisco metropolitan area has 1,913.6 people per 
square mile, Boston has 1,387.5, Chicago has 1,324.9, and Philadelphia has 1,324.5. San 
Francisco and Boston have similar metropolitan area white-black dissimilarity indices 
(61.5 and 59.3, respectively) and Chicago and Philadelphia have similar metropolitan 
area white-black dissimilarity indices (75.9 and 73.7, respectively). These characteristics 
make the cities comparable in terms of looking at historical pathways that have led to 
certain choice mechanisms. 
I focused on the metropolitan areas of these cities, because due to historical 
policies and white flight, white families disproportionately reside in the suburbs. Thus, 
the effects of school choice policies on residential segregation and the degree of 
residential segregation will be more evident at the metropolitan level. Cities may be more 
dramatically impacted by segregation, as inner cities themselves tend to be highly 
segregated. School choice programs are implemented at the district level, thus, I focused 
on district level policies. However, I focused on the impact of these programs at the 
metropolitan areas. School choice programs have implications for the surrounding 
metropolitan area in terms of spillover effects. City districts are often heavily minority, 
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thus, to get a clearer picture on the impacts of a school choice program it is imperative to 
recognize and assess spillover. Metropolitan areas will be impacted by white flight from 
public schools and inner cities. Selection effects in terms of where individuals live will be 
driven in part by school choice policies. Metropolitan area data will capture the flight to 
suburbs as well as the segregation residentially and in schools in order to see the full 
impact of these policies. Metropolitan area data will similarly help to highlight flight 
from city school districts, flight from public schools, as well as the overall compliance 
with public schools and choice programs. This helped provide a more complete analysis 
of to what degree each program contributed to mitigating or exacerbating segregation in 
schools. To see the overarching impact and effectiveness of these programs, I analyzed 
the city district school choice policy and the metropolitan area effects.  
I focused on dissimilarity between white and black populations, as policies and 
discrimination tended to be more pointed towards blacks. Historically, black populations 
have faced the most explicit segregation and discrimination. Other minority populations, 
particularly Hispanics, have been impacted drastically and experience residential 
segregation and school segregation, as well as cycles of poverty. Hispanics have been 
marginalized in some of the literature. However, for the purpose of this paper, I place 
emphasis on the impacts of residential segregation on school segregation, mediated 
through school choice mechanisms, on black students.  
I explored how each city school districts’ contemporary construction of school 
choice impacts school segregation in the metropolitan area immediately and more long 
term. I analyzed whether the disparity between school and neighborhood segregation 
29 
 
changes over time—through collecting data on metropolitan area school dissimilarity 
indices over time. I further explored the construction of school choice mechanisms in 
terms of whether goals of integration and addressing inequities perpetuating from 
residential segregation are prioritized or whether school choice programs are constructed 
with goals that are independent of spatial and school segregation. I then looked at the 
numerical proportion of students within the district in each type of school and the school 
district’s dissimilarity index, in order to make comparisons between residential 
segregation in a district, the district’s choice mechanisms, and the resulting segregation of 
the school district. The goal of my research was to identify whether any mechanisms 
alleviate some of the residential segregation that exists. 
Boston has relatively open school choice program with a computerized lottery and 
takes into account the quality and proximity of schools in this lottery. Boston has made 
explicit goals to mitigate inequality in educational opportunities, which drive the 
computerized lottery system. Chicago similarly has an open school choice program with 
a lottery, however, tiers of schools are not considered in the selection process and a vast 
majority of students are placed in the general lottery. Philadelphia’s school choice 
program allows students to apply to different schools than their assigned neighborhood 
schools, by applying to up to five different schools across the school district (transfers). 
San Francisco’s school choice was explicitly chosen to create integrated schools in light 
of the preexisting residential segregation. San Francisco school choice program was a 
computerized lottery with parental choice, and uses tiebreakers (such as census tract 
integration preference) in order to mitigate perpetuated segregation in schools. 
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I expect that areas with high residential segregation will experience high levels of 
school segregation. I expect the demand in these cities to be for more open school choice 
programs, due to more traditional liberation theories. Thus, I expect that even in cities 
that prioritize desegregation of schools and equality of educational opportunities, more 
open school choice programs will lead to higher levels of school segregation than before 
the school choice was implemented and then the surrounding residential segregation. 
Proponents of school choice have argued that increased school choice will lead to higher 
integration in schools, therefore, cities that have larger populations of minorities that 
remain racially isolated may try to mitigate the effects of residential segregation in 
schools by allowing students the ability to exercise school choice. 
School choice mechanisms are implemented through explicit and deliberate 
choices—thus, the goals of these programs will be important to identify. These programs 
may have been selected for explicit reasons to help mitigate existing segregation or allow 
students more freedom in their choices of school. The goals of each program will help to 
identify reasons behind their implementation and resulting levels of segregation in 
schools in the context of surrounding residential segregation. For instance, if school 
selection was more restricted, school segregation may more closely mimic neighborhood 
segregation while white and affluent students may find alternative ways to exercise their 
choice (through moving to areas that are predominantly white with higher performing 
neighborhood schools). More open school choice may lead to more movement or 
increased segregation within schools in comparison with the surrounding residential areas 
due to the disproportionate use of school choice by white and affluent families. 
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 I expect that more open school choice programs will not mitigate residential 
segregation, but will instead exacerbate the preexisting segregation within schools. I 
expect programs with explicit goals of integration will be the most successful at 
mitigating school segregation, including programs that allow movement away from 
neighborhood schools, but also provide opportunities for particularly minority and less 
affluent students to participate in school choice at higher or equal rates than white and 
affluent students. 
Previous literature has established that though completely open school choice 
policies may be appealing in theory, the contexts in which disadvantaged (minority and 
less affluent) students exercise choice in leaving lower performing and racially isolated 
schools at comparable rates to white and affluent students rarely exist. Instead, school 
choice often leads to white and affluent families leaving neighborhood schools with high 
levels of diversity or minority populations. I would expect metropolitan areas with high 
levels of residential segregation to try methods of expanded choice; thus, I would expect 
these programs to fall short in mitigating segregation. Metropolitan areas with specific 
goals of integration may utilize expanded school choice with limitations or stipulations to 
encourage disadvantaged families to participate, which I would expect would lead to 
mitigations in racial isolation within schools.  
Private and charter schools both exacerbate the effects of residential segregation, 
as these schools often attract either advantaged students (private schools) or 
disadvantaged students (charter schools). Magnet schools have similarly been shown to 
decrease segregation. Studies have also shown that school choice tends to be racially 
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based. Thus, magnet schools that started with explicit desegregation goals have become 
less effective at desegregation due to the choices parents make. As choice schools have 
been shown in the literature to often increase levels of segregation, it is imperative to 
look into whether districts have different choice mechanisms when residential 
segregation is high. Districts with many private and charter school options may thus have 
higher segregation in schools will likely be higher.  
This research is important because it will look first at whether districts construct 
their choices differently in the context of existing levels of residential segregation. I 
expect that districts with higher levels of residential segregation will have different 
choice mechanisms—likely programs with more choice (whether through choice schools 
or open enrollment programs). I expect this because in theory, these programs could help 
segregation within schools and thus offer a theoretically appealing solution as well as 
offer parents an alluring sense of a higher degree of control in their children’s education. 
Then, I will look at whether these different choice mechanisms mitigate or exacerbate 
school segregation in different residential contexts. In summary, I will look at the 
historical path that led metropolitan areas to their current school choice program, the 
intent behind them, and why they may differ. My research will look at whether different 
school choice programs have different impacts on segregation within schools in the 
context of historical desegregation and the surrounding residential segregation. The goal 
of this research is to identify whether certain school choice mechanisms can help to 
alleviate segregation within schools perpetuated from existing residential segregation.  
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Data and Analysis 
Historical Background of Desegregation in Metropolitan Areas 
Boston 
Boston’s historical desegregation battle has shaped neighborhood composition. 
As aforementioned, desegregation policies often shape where families choose to live and 
whether they send their children to public schools. After the Supreme Court ruling in 
Brown v. Board in 1954, Boston was largely unresponsive to calls for desegregation. The 
Boston School Committee continuously opposed rulings and court orders directing action 
towards desegregation, particularly including busing policies. Due to the lack of change 
post-Brown v. Board, the Boston NAACP led numerous protests and boycotts and built a 
case against de facto segregation in Boston public schools. At this time, there were 
thirteen schools in Boston that were at least 90% black. Furthermore, 45 of the 55 
“racially imbalanced” schools in Massachusetts were in Boston. The Racial Imbalance 
Act was passed in 1965, which stated that any school in which the student population was 
over 50% minorities was “racially imbalanced” and must desegregate under threat of the 
loss of state funding (Metcalf, 1983; Wolff, 2013). 
The Boston School Committee blatantly disobeyed state orders imposed by the 
Racial Imbalance Act, and refused to develop a busing plan or support the 
implementation of one. The Committee tried numerous times to strike down the Racial 
Imbalance Act, denying that school policies were perpetuating segregation and racial 
imbalance among public schools. Predominantly white schools were overcrowded and 
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majority black schools were often under enrolled. A system of feeder schools existed in 
Boston where middle schools (ending in grade and predominantly in black 
neighborhoods) fed into high schools (grades 9-12) whereas junior high schools (ending 
in grade 9 and predominantly in white neighborhoods) fed into other high schools (grades 
10-12). Two of the largest black junior high schools in Boston were converted into 
middle schools, establishing clear evidence that they had created or maintained a system 
maintaining segregation in schools (Metcalf, 1983; Wolff, 2013). Due to a lack of 
compliance, with the Racial Imbalance Act, funds were withheld from Boston schools 
multiple times (initially $21 million, later over $50 million) (Metcalf, 1983; Wolff, 
2013). 
In 1972, the Boston NAACP filed the lawsuit Morgan v. Hennigan, alleging 
discriminatory practices by the Boston School Committee in creating and maintaining a 
segregated public school system through policies such as open enrollment, control of 
transfers, continued inferior schools, and the hiring of predominantly white faculty and 
administrators. The court ruled that intent in the existence of a dual system was evident in 
Boston and the Boston School Committee was ordered to devise a plan by June 1973 for 
“maximum progress” in integrating Boston schools. The ruling forbade Boston School 
Committee from violating the Racial Imbalance Act by any policy or practice that would 
increase racial imbalance. The Racial Imbalance Act was amended in 1974 to no longer 
include obligatory aspects, while still guaranteeing black students transfer opportunities 
from majority black schools to white schools. New plans were required to address 
segregation in Boston public schools, as the Court ruled that “neutral conduct [was] no 
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longer constitutionally sufficient” to address the increasing racial imbalance (Morgan v. 
Hennigan, 1974).  
Anti-desegregation sentiments continued to increase as the demand for 
desegregation plans increased, leading to riots and boycotts (Metcalf, 1983). Racial 
tensions rose and a large portion of the white population moved to suburbs across district 
lines or left the public school system (Metcalf, 1983). Boston School Committee once 
again refused to submit a plan ordered by the Morgan v. Hennigan ruling, leading to the 
court-establishment of a magnet school district in an effort to improve the quality of 
education in public schools, replacing the feeder system, redistricting, and most 
controversially, the busing of 24,000 students (Metcalf, 1983; Wolff, 2013). White 
student enrollment dropped during the first year of busing to the point that for the 1975-
1976 school year, more minority students were enrolled than white students. In 1971, 
there were 57,000 white students enrolled; by 1977, only 29,000 white students remained 
enrolled in the district (Wolff, 2013; Richer, 1998). 
In 1987, Boston’s desegregation was ruled successful and Boston was officially in 
compliance with civil rights law. Thirteen public schools remained “racially identifiable” 
(over 80% of the population white or black), however, the court ruled “all these schools 
[were] in compliance with the district court’s desegregation orders” because their racial 
enrollment was “rooted not in discrimination but in more intractable demographic 
obstacles.” (Court Finds Schools Desegregated, 1987). The Boston School Committee 
assumed full control of the desegregation plan in 1988, ending the court-mandated busing 
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plans (Hernandez, 1985). By this time, total Boston public school enrollment had 
dropped from 100,000 to 57,000, with white students making up only 15% of the student 
population (Metcalf, 1983; Richer, 1998). Subsequent rulings continued to rollback 
active desegregation policies, including terminating racial guidelines for assignment 
plans. 
In 1988, court-mandated busing ended and Controlled Choice, a plan that divided 
the city into required racially balanced zones, was implemented. The city was divided 
into three zones, whereby an algorithm generated “choice baskets” based off of student 
geography and high quality schools. Stipulations were included about “ideal racial 
percentages” in order to reflect the student population of each of the three zones. Students 
could select schools within their zone, within another zone, or a citywide school. The 
computerized lottery system broke ties with priorities typically involving distance from 
home.  
In 1993, the Massachusetts Education Reform Act reformed several parts of 
education—but one of the most important pieces was the creation of public charter 
schools. Charter schools have generally continued to perpetuate the racial imbalance in 
schools. Charter schools in Boston tend to be predominantly white or minority while 
private and exam schools are predominantly white.  
The use of race in zoning and school assignments ended in 1999, in which the 
implementation of a new plan began. This plan was a compromise between neighborhood 
schools and expanded open school choice programs. The “New Choice Plan” stated that 
“half of the seats at a given school are subject to walk zone preference… the remaining 
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seats are open to students outside the walk zone” (BPS). In 2005, a new algorithm was 
put in place that treated each school as two separate schools –with walk zone preference 
and open to the public. 
In 2012, the zoned Controlled Choice system ended. The busing system continued 
until 2013, when it was dramatically reduced. The desegregation programs that remain in 
place today are voluntary (Pursuing Equity in Boston Public Schools, 2018). According 
to their website, in the current school choice program, “every family receives a 
customized list of schools… which includes every school located within a one-mile 
radius of a family’s home. The list includes at least two top performing BPS schools and 
at least four schools that are in the top half of district performance” (Boston Public 
Schools 2018). A computerized lottery makes the assignments. There are options schools, 
which are open as well to prevent from overcrowding or to provide access to specialized 
programs. Citywide schools are open to all families regardless of location as are regional 
schools (Tier I and Tier II option schools). Boston Public Schools has made explicit 
efforts to identify unequal education opportunities (caused by race, socioeconomic 
status), which has driven the use of the algorithm with the goal of providing access to 
high quality schools close to home.  
The difficulty has been the lack of quality schools throughout the city, in 
predominantly minority areas of the city. As research has found, the home-based school 
assignment system in Boston “failed to address many existing inequities, and in some 
cases, exacerbated them” (Boston Area Research Initiative, 2018). In Boston, 60% of 
public school students attend schools other than their neighborhood schools. White 
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enrollment dropped dramatically to a point, but between 2004 and 2011, it increased. 
However, this increase in white enrollment only impacted a third of public schools, 
indicating continued segregation of public schools (Kimelberg and Billingham, 2012).  
In Boston public schools, minority populations are overrepresented while white 
populations underrepresented. Boston offers private schools (typically white and affluent 
populations, charter schools (typically majority-minority students), and exam schools 
(which tend to have higher white populations). Exam schools are not representative of the 
public school system at large because they attract higher achieving populations and are 
high performing public schools. Boston student populations remaining in the typical 
public school system tend to be majority-minority students with lower socioeconomic 
status, creating greater roadblocks to educational attainment within the public system. 
Chicago 
Chicago is one of the most highly segregated metropolitan areas in the country. 
High levels of residential segregation have perpetuated into the struggling public school 
system. Desegregation attempts were historically met with high levels of opposition. 
Thus, largely, Chicago’s public system has been characterized by segregation without 
enough interference to effectively mitigate the effects of white flight. 
After Brown v. Board, the Chicago School Superintendent, Benjamin Willis, 
rejected desegregation demands and refused to allow transfers, even in overcrowded and 
predominantly black schools. Instead, Chicago schools implemented mobile classrooms 
in black schools to mitigate overcrowding, which continued in black schools while white 
schools remained empty. The lack of a transfer system and maintenance of mobile 
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classrooms were highly criticized. Even in the face of threats of withholding funds from 
Chicago Public Schools by the federal government, desegregation plans were not created. 
Politician intervention, including from the Mayor, and pressure from white constituents 
kept desegregation plans from reaching implementation (Herrick, 1970; Orfield, 1978; 
Gerson, 1978). 
In 1966, the new Superintendent pushed for an integration plan that would send 
black students to white schools. Board members and politicians responding to white 
constituents continued to oppose any initiatives, even coming from the superintendent 
and other school leaders. Even while pushes for integration were unsuccessful fled to the 
suburbs or to non-public education in order to avoid integration, as happened in many 
other cities (Herrick, 1970; Orfield, 1978). This indicated that white families would likely 
refuse to comply with integration by any means possible. The white student population 
dropped by almost 75 percent between 1970 and 1990—indicating a shift to the suburbs 
and to private or parochial education (Belsha, 2017). Around two-thirds of white students 
attended private schools in Chicago by the 1990s (Belsha, 2017). White students had 
substantially fled the public school system (either in suburban schools or private and 
parochial schools) while minority students (particularly black) made up the vast majority 
of the public school system in Chicago (Herrick, 1970; Orfield, 1978). 
In 1976, after the Chicago School Board had failed to address segregation within 
schools for years, the State Board of Education ruled that Chicago Public Schools were 
not in compliance with the Board’s Rules of Establishing Requirements and 
Procedures/or the Elimination and Prevention of Racial Segregation. The Superintendent 
40 
 
of Chicago Public Schools refused to submit a plan as per the State Board’s requirements, 
reflecting a continued desire for Chicago schools to remain segregated. In response, 
Chicago schools were put on probation—if no acceptable desegregation plan was 
submitted, the State Board would cut off state and federal funds to Chicago schools. 
(Herrick, 1970; Orfield, 1978; Gerson, 1978). 
The City Wide Advisory Committee (including representatives from finance, 
education, civil rights, etc.) proposed the “Equalizing Educational Opportunities Plan,” 
which would establish magnet schools in all city districts as well as a school exchange 
program. If voluntary aspects of the plan fell short, city districts would have to bus 
students. This plan was never submitted for approval, due to resistance. In place, Access 
to Excellence (a voluntary five year plan) was implemented, which was criticized by 
whites and blacks alike. Access included a “permissive enrollment program,” which 
allowed transfers to different schools if space was available. Magnet schools were opened 
a metropolitan voluntary exchange program was implemented. Access relied on 
voluntary transfers primarily to address school segregation (Gerson, 1978). 
In 1978, Access was found to have “reduced the segregation of black students by 
four-tenths of one percent and cost $30,000 per student integrated” (Bogira, 1988). This 
indicated a larger problem playing out in Chicago and stunting desegregation: voluntary 
plans were implemented to appease the State without any true impact on the segregation 
of schools. Voluntary programs are rarely effective when surrounding communities have 
no desire to integrate. Mandatory busing was met with hostility from white parents and 
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politicians (including the Mayor and the Governor). As a result, Chicago continued to 
rely upon voluntary transfers to address segregation.  
In 1980, the Chicago Board of Education and U.S. Department of Justice reached 
an agreement on moving forward with desegregation, after years of the threat of lawsuits 
and withholding funds. The consent decree required a “voluntary desegregation plan 
designed to create and maintain as many racially integrated schools as possible” (Magnet 
Schools, Consent Decree). The desegregation order mandated that public schools could 
not be more than 35% white. The main mechanism utilized after this decree was magnet 
schools, required to use a lottery based on race in order to create integration. Selective 
schools were also used, with race as a factor in enrollment and a 35% cap on white 
students attendance (Karp, 2009). By the time the consent decree and court-ordered 
desegregation plan were implemented, white flight from public schools had dramatically 
impacted the student populations. Integration henceforth was extremely difficult to 
achieve due to low enrollment of white students in the public school system.  
The Justice Department attempted to sue the state into creating an inter-district 
transfer program, but attempts were stifled at the federal level and the suburbs refused to 
participate. There was no real push by the State or Board to implement an inter-district 
transfer system and lawsuits holding the state responsible for desegregation in schools 
were considered but never brought to court. Thus, despite some weak efforts, Chicago 
never developed an inter-district exchange program between suburban and city schools, 
leaving both city and suburban schools segregated. 
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In 2009, the consent decree ended, as the district had achieved “unitary status” 
according to the Court. The district was no longer under judicial oversight and Chicago 
schools were no longer held responsible for segregation in schools. In practice, magnet 
schools and selective schools no longer used race as a criteria for admission and there 
was longer a 35% cap on white student enrollment in any given public school (Magnet 
Schools, Consent Decree). Chicago’s public system has since been characterized by 
perpetuating segregation without enough interference to effectively mitigate the effects of 
white flight. 
In Chicago contemporarily, “students are selected for available seats through a 
computerized lottery” in which “tiers are not considered in the selection process for open 
enrollment schools.” There are three types of lotteries: sibling, staff preference (only for 
“students who are applying to a school where their parent/guardian is a member of the 
staff”), and the general lottery (all students who are not included in the sibling or staff 
preference lottery) (Chicago Public Schools Open Enrollment 2018). The number of 
students enrolling in their neighborhood school has been steadily decreasing, and the 
students who are “most likely to enroll in a high school other than their assigned school 
are African American students and those living in the poorest neighborhoods” (Barrow & 
Sartain 2017). These students tend to attend charter high schools. Students with higher 
test scores also tend to enroll in schools other than their neighborhood school (which tend 
to be “selective high schools that admit students based on academic performance”) 
(Barrow & Sartain 2017).  
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Alongside the general lottery, students can transfer into high schools if there is 
availability and they have met “any minimum eligibility requirements (NWEA MAP 
scores, grades, and/or attendance) and/or admissions screening requirements (auditions, 
information sessions, interviews) that the program may have” (Transfer Process, 2019). 
This type of transfer system and school assignment process is not generally conducive to 
alleviating existing patterns of residential segregation. White schools tend to be higher 
achieving, over-attended, and invested in at high levels in order to create more space. 
Predominantly minority and poor students remain in underused, under-invested in public 
schools, while white students remain in the higher quality and more invested in schools. 
The transfer system also provides roadblocks to integration, because historically these 
types of requirements make admission more difficult. Students that attend lower quality 
schools to begin with, based off of assignment, will likely have more difficulty in gaining 
admission based upon eligibility requirements. 
Due to Chicago schools seeming desire to keep schools segregated, only under 
extreme pressure and the threat of withholding funds were desegregation plans created. 
The Chicago School Board has shown a pattern over the years of trying to do the very 
minimal to comply with federal and state demands in terms of desegregation. Plans relied 
upon the use of magnet schools and other groupings of schools to supposedly encourage 
student movement to mitigate racial segregation within schools but in reality these plans 
maintained the status quo. School district zones were made to keep segregation intact. If 
these patterns persist, in all likelihood schools will remain as segregated as residential 
areas are, if not more. Overtime, blacks and Hispanics moved into the city and continue 
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to do so while whites continue to move to the suburbs. More recently there have been 
patterns of black flight from the city as well—about a quarter of Chicago’s black 
population has been lost (Belsha, 2017). White families are likely to seek alternative 
methods of education in voluntary plans, either remaining in majority-white public 
schools (often suburban) or turning to other types of schools (magnet, private, or 
parochial) (Herrick, 1970; Orfield, 1978).  
 
Philadelphia 
Pennsylvania has a history of deeply rooted residential segregation due in part to 
highly contentious desegregation battles. Similarly to other metropolitan areas, white 
flight from the public school system left minority students (particularly black students) in 
lower performing public schools. After Brown v. Board, desegregation policies were 
highly contentious and met by hostility in Philadelphia. Public officials encouraged 
hostile reactions, including the mayor publicly announcing his opposition to busing, 
which led to protests around the city. White populations in Philadelphia refused any type 
of busing program or forced acceptance of minority students. Philadelphia endured many 
legislative battles in trying to achieve desegregation and create any type of effective plan. 
In the early 1960s and 1970s, the Commonwealth Court and Pennsylvania court ruled 
that the school district was responsible for all segregation, including de facto (Morrison, 
2004). The school board continued to do the bare minimum to satisfy requirements by 
approving the Educational Improvement Program, which aimed to improve 
predominantly minority schools (Phillips, 2005). The desegregation plan in the 1960s 
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was loosely defined and the implementation plan called for “reviewing school 
boundaries, new buildings…and school feeder patterns” (Phillips, 2005). Busing was 
cited as a mechanism to alleviate overcrowding, however, no specifics on integration 
goals were stated (Phillips, 2005). In 1964, a committee similarly provided 
recommendations for integration “at some later date” in vague terms (Phillips, 2005). The 
school board accepted these recommendations, including developing a plan to redraw 
district boundaries. Busing was included, however, students were to be bused no more 
than 30 minutes and the primary goal of busing was alleviating overcrowding (Phillips, 
2005). Opposition was extremely high to busing within the white population, despite the 
fact that its goal was relieving overcrowding and not integration.  
In 1968, 226 of the 279 schools in Philadelphia were found to be segregated. 
Furthermore, half of all black students went to all black schools or close to all black 
schools (Hinds, 1994). Due to the 1968 report, Philadelphia schools were ordered to 
prove desegregation throughout district. The school board provided desegregation plans 
that proved very little progress. Some educational programs were provided that “aimed to 
encourage integration and equal education,” but were similarly ineffective. In the 1970s, 
a voluntary plan was created with legal requirements to meet integration standards 
(Phillips, 2005). Due to high levels of local hostility to integration, the school board and 
politicians were largely inactive in addressing segregation. Desegregation plans since 
Brown v. Board remained largely voluntary. Through vague guidelines and court-
approval of vague, long-term goals, Philadelphia was able to maintain the status quo and 
avoid any real segregation interventions. After the Supreme Court ruling in Milliken v. 
46 
 
Bradley (1974), high standards for proving integration and extensive integration within 
schools were no longer feasible (Phillips, 2005). Philadelphia City School District 
continued to fall short at achieving actual integration and continued to face high levels of 
white flight from the public education system.  
In 1997, the Amend Charter Schools Act was passed, leading to greater choice. 
Among its goals, the Amend Charter Schools Act stated explicitly the goals to “increase 
learning opportunities for all pupils… [and] provide parents and pupils with expanded 
choices in the types of educational opportunities that are available within the public 
school system” (Amend Charter Schools Act). This Act spurred the rapid proliferation of 
charter schools as alternate opportunities from public schools that had experienced 
dramatic white flight and remained highly segregated as well as lower performing. The 
State took control of Philadelphia schools in 2001, when the schools were deemed 
financially in trouble (Sanchez, 2014). The School Reform Commission thereby replaced 
the school board in 2001. After the state deemed that privatization was the best route for 
the district, over 40 schools were privatized by 2002 (Steinberg, 2002).  
Charter schools arose as means of improving failing schools through 
privatization, but have been extremely controversial in Philadelphia. Charters proliferated 
with goals of providing equal educational opportunities for all students. Supporters of 
charter schools tend to believe in the liberation theory argument that increased school 
choice leading to improved quality of education. Charter schools are exempt from many 
state regulations that apply to traditional public schools; therefore, critics argue charters 
are financial opportunities for individuals and corporations without educational interests. 
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Critics argue that when charter schools focus on profits, students are put second. Less 
experienced teachers are hired and rather than focusing on educational quality as a whole, 
charters focus narrowly on standardized testing. Many charters perform worse than 
neighborhood public schools, increasing educational inequities. Black and Hispanic 
students on average move to more racially segregated charter schools than their zoned 
public schools. Furthermore, whites that attend charters choose charters with lower 
minority and poor populations (Kotok & Reed, 2015). As minority and white students 
move to more racially isolated schools, preexisting high levels of segregation in 
neighborhood schools are exacerbated (Kotok & Reed, 2015).  
Philadelphia relied on a voluntary transfer system, but still provided less affluent 
and minority students an avenue to attend schools alongside their white counterparts. In 
the 1970s, when this plan was implemented, students could transfer to other 
neighborhood schools outside of their zoned school and transportation was provided for 
those that wanted to transfer. In 2006, Philadelphia school district discontinued their 
busing policies, forcing students to find their own transportation if they chose to attend a 
neighborhood school other than their own (Word Gets Out on Deseg Busing, 2006). 
Families with less resources faced more roadblocks to transferring their students to better 
performing schools, while often white or affluent families still had an avenue to leave 
lower performing neighborhood schools. Charter schools have become a major avenue 
for students to leave their neighborhood-zoned schools, as they must provide 
transportation by law (Act 22 of 1997).  
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The State had control of Philadelphia schools until 2017, via the School Reform 
Commission. Since the proliferation of charter schools, evidence has shown that 
privatized schools did not perform much better than schools operated by the public and in 
some cases underperformed public schools (Richburg, 2008). The Philadelphia school 
district furthermore loses per-pupil funding when charter schools gain students. With the 
rush to privately operated public schools (charter schools), the school district has lost 
significant money ($8,417 per student in 2013-2014) (Griffith and Millard, 2015). A 
charter school reimbursement existed to offset this cost by partially reimbursing school 
districts (23-32% of their per-pupil spending) (Griffith and Millard, 2015). This program 
ended in 2011; since then, critics have argued that charter schools are extremely costly 
and take away from public schools. Additionally, critics argue that charter schools lack 
oversight and are thus ineffective in improving education—focusing on profit margins 
rather than improving outcomes. Charter schools enroll about a third of students in the 
district, but have had an overall negative impact on the school district in terms of funding 
(Griffith and Millard, 2015; Lapp et al., 2017). Some charter schools have also been 
deemed failing, but have not been closed. Charter schools have more affluent and white 
populations on average than traditional public schools, as they were over twice as likely 
to have majority white populations (Staley and Oehson, 2019). Thus, charter schools in 
Philadelphia have increased segregation in public schools and within charter schools 
without improving educational outcomes and negatively impacting the district 
financially. 
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In the contemporary Philadelphia school district, students from Kindergarten to 
12th grade may apply to a “different school than the assigned neighborhood or feeder 
school.” Students apply to up to “five different School District of Philadelphia Schools 
(Special Admission, City-Wide and other Neighborhood Schools).” Philadelphia’s 
current transfer process is also hindered by the fact that the district stopped providing 
buses for those transferring to another neighborhood school, inherently constraining 
options for families without the resources to transport their children. Philadelphia’s 
choice program allows students from outside the area to transfer into any school as long 
as there are open seats. This has led to a high rate of enrollment outside of “catchment 
area,” meaning the zoned local school area. 17,515 elementary and middle school 
students (almost 20%) attended schools that were not their neighborhood-zoned school in 
2016 (Wolfman-Arent, 2018). An additional 49,694 elementary and middle school 
students attended charter schools in the same school year (meaning in the 2016-17 school 
year alone, 67,209 students did not attend their neighborhood school before reaching high 
school) (Wolfman-Arent, 2018). 
Philadelphia school choice is comprised of traditional public schools, private 
schools, and cyber and brick-and-mortar charter schools. In all, Philadelphia’s school 
choice includes selective schools (admission based off of criteria including academics), 
citywide district schools (still admissions criteria but less selective), neighborhood 
district schools, and charter schools. Charter schools enroll about a third of students and 
are independently run but funded by the public—leading to the loss in per-pupil revenue 
when students attend charters. Additionally, students can attend parochial and private 
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schools (of which there are about 200) (School Selection Process for Current School 
District of Philadelphia Students, 2018). Since the 1997, when charter schools were first 
authorized, Philadelphia has not undergone significant change in school choice 
mechanism. The Philadelphia school system has great inequities leading to demands for 
change from the current system. Since the proliferation of charter schools, critics argue 
that advantaged students continue to have disproportionate access to higher performing 
public schools in typically affluent neighborhoods, or the more exclusive private, public, 
charter, or magnet schools. Charter school proliferation has not helped to mitigate the 
already high levels of residential segregation—in fact, black and Hispanic students on 
average move to charter schools with higher levels of segregation than their 
neighborhood-zoned school (Kotok & Reed, 2015). White students from diverse areas 
exercise their choice to leave, choosing charter schools on average with less minority 
students and more affluent students (Kotok & Reed, 2015). Disadvantaged students have 
been left behind in more struggling schools (district and charter) with high concentrations 
of minority and less affluent students. The current state was created with aforementioned 
goals of providing more equal opportunity for every student, by freeing them with more 
choice. However, schools have not had the proper limits or oversight to achieve these 
goals.  
 
San Francisco 
San Francisco is different than the previous cases, because segregation under law 
never existed in the district. Segregation in schools became so prominent due to certain 
areas becoming redlined. Residential segregation has had a dramatic impact on schools, 
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despite the absence of a previous history of segregation in schools based on race. 
However, segregation was deeply rooted in the system and even argued to be de jure due 
to the school Board’s oversight and a lack of desegregation (see Johnson v. San 
Francisco Unified School District). 
Though San Francisco never had explicit school segregation by law, school 
segregation battles still occurred largely in courts. In 1969, a lawsuit was filed against 
San Francisco Unified School District, arguing that a policy of segregation was in place 
(Johnson v. San Francisco Unified School District, 1971). Though this case was 
dismissed as the court ruled for the district, it marked an attempt to desegregate schools 
through the legal system in San Francisco. In 1978, the NAACP and parents in the school 
district sued San Francisco Unified School District for preserving a segregated school 
system (San Francisco NAACP v. San Francisco Unified School District, 1983). In 1983, 
a consent decree capped enrollment of a single racial group at 45 percent in any given 
school. The consent decree also took race into account in admissions criteria for public 
schools. Additionally, action was taken towards desegregating historically segregated 
schools in San Francisco. (Egelko, 2005). 
By 1993, the consent decree was modified due to evidence that desegregation 
goals had largely been achieved. Despite steps towards desegregation in public schools, 
an achievement gap persisted for Latino and black students. Under the modified consent 
decree, race was still used as a basis for admissions to schools. The use of race in 
admissions was upheld until 1994, when a group of Chinese American parents attempted 
to overturn the consent decree in court. They argued that the consent decree was 
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unconstitutional racial discrimination and unnecessary due to the evidence that 
desegregation had largely been achieved. The court determined that the group of parents 
was likely to win in court, stating that race based assignments were likely 
unconstitutional because school enrollment no longer reflected the discriminatory 
policies existing before the 1983 consent decree (Ho v. San Francisco Unified School 
District, 1997). Instead of following through on the lawsuit, a new consent decree was 
agreed upon in 2001. The revised version eliminated race-based assignment. Instead, the 
school district would use a “diversity index” (combination of socioeconomic status, 
language use, family background, etc.). This decree expired in 2005 (Egelko, 2005). 
Requests were denied to extend the consent decree—ending judicial oversight of San 
Francisco’s desegregation policies. The requests for extension of the decree came from 
not only the group of Chinese American parents, but also the NAACP, and the San 
Francisco Unified School District (Ho v. San Francisco Unified School District: Order 
Denying Proposed Extension of Consent Decree, 2005).  
The 1983 consent decree and modified 1993 consent decrees were extremely 
successful—by the 1997-1998 school year only one public school was considered 
segregated (more than 50 percent of the students of one racial group). After the consent 
decree was renegotiated in 2001, the new diversity index did not continue this pattern of 
mitigating segregation in schools. In fact, once race could not be explicitly considered in 
admissions and schools had no limit on percentages of one racial group, re-segregation in 
schools occurred. By 2005, 35 percent of schools were segregated. Since evidence had 
shown that under the 2001 consent decree had been ineffective at maintaining racial 
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diversity and in fact had led to re-segregation in schools, the court denied its extension. 
The court argued that the diversity index was inadequate and the consent decree 
perpetuated a flawed school assignment system. The court further argued that there were 
no changes in the diversity index, despite recommendations such as including geographic 
zones as criteria in student assignment. The court stated a desire to return control to the 
Superintendent and School Board The Court determined the current student assignment 
was flawed and thus denied extension. (Egelko, 2005; Ho v. San Francisco Unified 
School District: Order Denying Proposed Extension of Consent Decree, 2005). 
Until 2010, school desegregation had been decreasing for years. In 2010, a new 
school choice program was implemented. San Francisco school district had specific goals 
of creating integrated schools, due to the levels of residential segregation in the city. 
Since 2010, San Francisco’s public schools have been increasingly racially isolated. 
Almost 25 percent of schools are considered “racially isolated,” meaning 60 percent or 
more students are of one racial group (28 schools in 2013-2014 compared to 23 in 2010-
2011) (Student Assignment 3rd Annual Report San Francisco). After years of different 
desegregation policies in education, San Francisco currently has a lottery system that 
“tries to balance parental choice with the district’s goals of integrated schools.” Parents 
research and visit schools, then list their choices and submit an application. The 
computerized lottery “randomly selects a school” and puts all the “students who listed 
that school as a choice anywhere on their list” together in a pool. The computer fills spots 
at that school based on tiebreakers: sibling preference, census tract integration preference 
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(“kids who live in parts of the city with the worst test scores”), and attendance area (“kids 
who live in the designated attendance area for that school”) (Schwartz 2018).  
Due to the failure of integration of this new plan, with specific desegregation 
goals, new school choice programs were in demand. As of 2018, the San Francisco 
school board is planning on replacing the lottery system due to the complaints and lack of 
success of this school choice mechanism.  
 
Analysis of Demographics of Metropolitan Areas 
Boston metropolitan area is a majority white, yet public school enrollment is only 
a small percentage white. Public schools are primarily made up of black and Hispanic 
students in Boston, both with high percentage enrollment in public schools relative to 
their percentage of the total population. Hispanics make up 9% of the total metropolitan 
area, but 42% of public schools. Similarly, blacks make up 34% of public school 
enrollment, but are only about 7% of the total population. Whites show the opposite 
pattern—making up almost 75% of the metropolitan area, but only accounting for 14% of 
the public school population (see Figure 10.1). 
Chicago metropolitan area is more diverse than Boston, however, whites still 
make up almost 53% of the total population. Chicago follows the same pattern as Boston, 
in that though whites are a majority of the total metropolitan area population, white 
students are only about 10% of the public school population. Blacks make up about 19% 
of the metropolitan population, but are almost 37% of the public school population. 
Similarly, Hispanics make up almost 22% of the Chicago metropolitan area, but are 
almost 47% of the public school population (see Figure 10.1). 
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The same pattern occurs in Philadelphia. Out of the total population, whites are 
almost 64%; but, in public schools, white enrollment is only 14%. In contrast, blacks are 
about 23% of the total population, but make up almost half of the student population that 
is enrolled in public schools (48%). Hispanics make up only about 7% of the total 
population, but 22% of the public school population (see Figure 10.1). 
In San Francisco, a similar pattern exists, however San Francisco is the most 
diverse of the four metropolitan areas. The total population is about 42% white, whereas 
public schools are only 15% white. The total population is about 9% black, which is 
reflected almost exactly in the 7% of the public school population that is black. Similarly, 
almost 22% of the total population is Hispanic, and 27% of the public school population 
is Hispanic. San Francisco has a large Asian population—about 26% of the metropolitan 
population. In public schools, Asians make up 35% of the population. Thus, both blacks 
and Hispanics are represented almost equally (Hispanics slightly more) in the public 
school population as they are in the total metropolitan population. White students are 
underrepresented in public schools. The “other” minority population makes up this 
difference—making up only 1% of the total population, but 13% of the public school 
population (see Figure 10.1). 
 
Analysis of Enrollment in Metropolitan Area Schools 
Enrollment in public schools dropped from 1995 or 2000 onwards for all cities 
except San Francisco. Enrollment most dramatically dropped in Chicago and 
Philadelphia. Chicago public schools lost over 70,000 students from 2000 to 2018. 
Philadelphia public schools lost over 84,000 students from 1995 to 2018. Boston public 
56 
 
schools still experienced a sizable loss, but the starting student population was lower than 
in Chicago and Philadelphia. Boston public schools lost almost 12,000 students (the 1995 
school population was only slightly over 63,000) from 1995 to 2018. San Francisco, in 
comparison, steadily experienced losses in student enrollment from 1995 to 2010 (about a 
6,000 student loss), but then experienced gains in student enrollment in the following 
years (gain of about 4,500 between 2010 and 2018). Data was not widely available on 
enrollment in these cities prior to the 1990s. Loss in enrollment could be due to 
movement out of the city school district or movement to alternative types of education 
(i.e., private, parochial). (See Figure 1.1). Boston public schools enroll about 73% of total 
students, whereas Chicago public schools enroll about 63%, Philadelphia public schools 
enroll about 53%, and San Francisco enroll about 48% in their public schools. (See 
Figure 9).  
There are 125 public schools in Boston, enrolling about 73% of students. Public 
school enrollment is over 85% minority and only 14.2% of the public school population 
is white. There are 23 top private schools in Boston and 4.8% of the student age 
population is enrolled in private schools—costing, on average over $29,000 per year for 
students. Private schools have 29% enrollment of minority students. There are 29 charter 
schools in Boston serving about 14% of the student age population. Of charter students, 
about 88% are minority. There are also 3 exam schools in the city, requiring exams for 
entrance. (See Figure 9). The cost of private school is extremely high, meaning these 
schools are not accessible to less affluent families. Private schools enroll a vast majority 
white students, especially relative to public schools (71% compared to 14%, 
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respectively). Charter and public schools enroll disproportionate amounts of minority 
students in Boston, indicating segregation in the types of schools that different 
populations attend. 
In Chicago, there are 513 public schools serving about 63% of the student 
population. Public schools are comprised of almost 90% minority students (white 
students were 10.5% of the public school population in 2017). There are 411 top private 
schools in Chicago, almost equal to the number of public schools, which 13.4% of the 
student population attends. On average, private schools in Chicago cost over $7,000 per 
year for elementary and over $16,000 per year for high school. Chicago private schools 
have 50% minority enrollment. Private elementary schools are significantly less costly 
than private high schools, however, this level of cost constricts the ability of less 
resourced families to send their children to private school. Charters provide an alternative 
to traditional public schools for families without the resources to send their children to 
private schools. Charter schools enroll 10% of the student population in Chicago. Across 
the 126 charter schools, 98% of the students are minority students. There are additionally 
73 magnet schools. (See Figure 9). Due to high costs of private school, 50% of private 
school enrollment is white, and the total private school population is likely far more 
affluent than the public and charter school population. Similarly, while 50% of private 
schools are minority, charter schools are almost completely minority and private schools 
are vastly minority. These patterns signify the continued disparities in the types of 
schools that minority and white students attend. 
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In Philadelphia, there are 215 public schools enrolling about 53% of the student 
population. Public schools are about 85% minority students (14.9% of students were 
white). There are 235 top private schools in Philadelphia (more than the number of public 
schools) serving almost 21% of the student population. These private schools cost on 
average over $7,000 for elementary and over $12,000 per year for high school. Minority 
enrollment in private schools is 47%. Private schools were similar cost to Chicago, in 
comparison with higher costs for private school in Boston. Thus, private schools in 
Chicago and Philadelphia may be slightly more accessible to less resourced families, 
accounting for the higher minority enrollment. Likely, these populations are still more 
affluent than the public and charter school populations. Philadelphia is also home to 100 
charter schools, about half the number of traditional public schools available—enrolling 
about 30% of the student population. In these charters, 87% of students are minority 
students. There are also 38 magnet schools in Philadelphia. (See Figure 9). Charter 
schools in Philadelphia enroll a large portion of the student population, especially in 
comparison to Boston and Chicago (14% and 10%, respectively). Similarly, private 
schools enroll larger percentages of the student population in comparison to Boston and 
Chicago. Charter schools and traditional public schools are vastly minority schools, 
whereas private schools are majority white schools. Similarly to in the previous cities, 
this signifies the disparities in the types of schools that white and minority students 
attend. 
San Francisco has 136 public schools, enrolling about 48% of the student 
population. Public schools enroll less of the student population than in Boston, Chicago, 
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or Philadelphia, though Philadelphia public school enrollment is similar (53%). About 
86% of public school students are minority (14.2% of public school students are white). 
There are 120 top private schools in San Francisco, enrolling about 23% of the student 
population. San Francisco private schools enroll a similar percentage of the student 
population to Philadelphia, and a higher percentage of students are enrolled in private 
school than in Boston or Chicago. These private schools cost on average almost $19,000 
for elementary and about $28,000 for high school students. Private schools in San 
Francisco are extremely expensive, even relative to the high cost of private school in the 
other cities. Boston’s private schools are similarly extremely expensive, averaging 
$29,000 per year. Due to the high cost, private schools are not accessible to less 
resourced families. Minority enrollment in private schools is 51%. Though this is over 
half of the private school population, in comparison to public and charter school 
enrollment, private schools enroll white students at far higher rates. There are 14 charter 
schools in San Francisco that serve about 7% of the student population. Charter school 
enrollment is almost 89% minority. Additionally, San Francisco has 3 magnet schools. 
(See Figure 9). Charter schools and public schools are vastly minority students, whereas 
private schools are about half minority and half white students. San Francisco similarly 
highlights the same patterns found in the other cities, in that white and minority students 
tend to attend different types of schools; moreover, white students tend to attend private 
schools at higher rates whereas minority students tend to attend public and charter 
schools at higher rates. 
 
Analysis of White Enrollment in Metropolitan Area Schools 
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Percent white enrolled experienced slightly different patterns. By the 1990s, most 
white flight from school districts had occurred, so all of these cities experienced little or 
no loss in percentage white population from 1995 to 2018. Data was not widely available 
on white enrollment for years prior to the 1990s.  
In Boston in 1971, there were 57,000 white students enrolled; by 1977, only 
29,000 white students remained enrolled in the district (Wolff, 2013; Richer, 1998). 
Furthermore, by 1987, white students made up only 15% of the student population 
(Metcalf, 1983; Richer, 1998). Boston experienced about a 5% decrease in percentage 
white enrollment between 1995 and 2010, which likely is due to a combination of both 
white flight from the system and minority influx into the public school system. However, 
since Boston experienced enrollment decreases during this time and a decrease in 
percentage white students, it is likely that the loss in student enrollment was comprised 
mostly of white students. In the years that followed, Boston experienced a slight increase 
in percentage white students enrolled, while the total enrollment continued to decrease. 
This means that even as enrollment decreased, more white students were enrolling in 
public schools during this time than they had in the past. By 2018, Boston public schools 
were 14.2% white, an increase from 12.9% in 2010. This still marks a decrease from 
1995 (17.8% white students enrolled), but shows an overall reversal or slowing of the 
loss in white student enrollment. (See Figure 1.1). 
In Chicago, the white student population dropped by almost 75 percent between 
1970 and 1990 (Belsha, 2017). Around two-thirds of white students attended private 
schools in Chicago by the 1990s (Belsha, 2017). Chicago experienced a slight decline in 
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white enrollment percentage from 2000 to 2005 (10% to 8.1%), but then a slight increase 
from 2010 to 2018 (8.1% to 10.5%). Losses in enrollment were steady during the years 
2000 to 2018, indicating that Chicago likely experienced losses in both white and 
minority enrollment consistently, however likely earlier on white enrollment dropped 
while minority enrollment increased. The latter continued drop in enrollment and increase 
in percentage white enrollment likely reflects some minority flight from public schools as 
well. (See Figure 1.1). 
Philadelphia did not have widely available data on the percentage of white 
students enrolled before 2005, so this limited the pattern comparatively to the other cities. 
By 1976, 66% of Philadelphia public schools were black (Blacks in Philadelphia, 1976). 
Therefore, between 1976 and 2005, white enrollment dropped from 34% to 13%, 
respectively. Since 2005, Philadelphia public schools experienced slight increases in 
percentage white enrolled (13.3% to 14.9% in 2018). The slight increase in percentage 
white enrollment occurred alongside steady decreases in total enrollment, likely 
indicating enrollment of all races dropping but slightly at higher levels for minorities. 
This indicates a larger pattern at work in struggling school systems—not only white flight 
from public schools, but more recently black and minority families have begun to flee 
public systems as well. (See Figure 1.1). 
In San Francisco in 1970, about 25,000 students were black and about 33,600 
were white. By 1980, only about 15,000 black students and about 11,000 white students 
remained in the public school system. This pattern slowed, but continued; in 2000, about 
9,500 black and 7,100 white students were enrolled in public schools. (Lorgerie and 
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Smith, 2015). Similarly, San Francisco experienced a drop in percentage white enrolled 
from 1995 to 2005 (13.1% to 9.3%, respectively). From 2005, the percentage of white 
students enrolled increased steadily through 2018 (9.3% to 14.2%). San Francisco 
experienced an increase in total enrollment beginning after 2010. This rise in total 
enrollment from 2010 to 2018 coincides with a slight rise in the percent white students 
enrolled from 2010 to 2018 (11.3% to 14.2%). The increase in student enrollment 
involved all races—but the increased percentage white demonstrates heightened white 
enrollment back into public schools rather than the previous pattern of white flight. (See 
Figure 1.1). 
 
Analysis of Metropolitan Area Demographics Overtime  
In terms of metropolitan area demographics, Boston was 91.7% white in 1980. 
The percentage of whites in Boston decreased steadily through 2016, when whites made 
up 71.2% of the population. The percent of the population in Boston that was black rose 
only 3% in 36 years (1980 to 2016) from just 4.3% to 7.3%. The percentage of Boston’s 
population that was minority rose significantly, from just 8.3% in 1980 to 28.8% in 2016. 
Changes in the population of Boston led to a much more reflective composition of the 
whole country. According to the United States Census, the percent “white alone” in the 
country is 76.6%. (See Figure 2.1). 
The Chicago metropolitan area had a much lower white population in comparison 
with Boston to begin with. In 1980, whites made up 68.3% of the population (compared 
to 91.7% of Boston’s). This number steadily decreased, and in 2016, whites made up 
53.1% of the population. Chicago’s black population also experienced steady decrease, 
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different from the increase in Boston’s black population over the years. Blacks accounted 
for 20.7% of the population in 1980, but this number dropped slightly over 4% by 2016 
(16.4%). Contrarily, the percentage of minorities rose by over 15% between 1980 and 
2016 (31.7% and 46.9%, respectively). The percentage of the population that was both 
black and white decreased over the years, and this increase in minorities can be 
accounted for by a large influx of particularly Latinos into Chicago. (See Figure 2.1). 
In the Philadelphia metropolitan area, the white population similarly dropped 
through 2016. The percentage white in 1980 was 76%, which dropped about 15% by 
2016 (to 62.2% white). The percent of the population that was black stayed incredibly 
similar through the years, fluctuating between 20.3% and 22.7%. The total percentage 
minorities grew (from 24% in 1980 to 37.8% in 2016), indicating a similar pattern to 
Chicago in which minorities other than blacks made up a large portion of the influx into 
the metropolitan area. (See Figure 2.1). 
In the San Francisco metropolitan area, the percentage of the population that was 
white was relatively lower to begin with (similar to Chicago). The white population 
decreased steadily from 66.1% in 1980 to 40% in 2016. Contrarily, the percent minority 
increased by the same amount—from 33.9% in 1980 to 60% in 2016. Out of all the 
metropolitan areas studied, San Francisco was the most diverse with about 15% higher 
minority population than Chicago, about 22% higher than Philadelphia, and about 31% 
higher than Boston. San Francisco experienced high growth in minority populations, and 
a large percentage of the population today is Asian or Hispanic (25.3% and 21.9% in 
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2016, respectively). In San Francisco, the percent black has decreased over the years, 
from 11.8% in 1980 to 7% in 2016. (See Figure 2.1). 
 
Analysis of Black-White Dissimilarity Indices in Metropolitan Area: School and 
Residential 
Data on metropolitan dissimilarity and metropolitan school dissimilarity was only 
available in select years. 
In Boston, the metropolitan dissimilarity in 1980 was at a higher level than the 
school dissimilarity (74.6 compared to 73.3). These levels are practically 
indistinguishable, showing the reciprocal relationship of residential segregation and 
school segregation. By 1990, the black-white dissimilarity index dropped to 68.5 in the 
metropolitan area, indicating lower levels of residential segregation. School dissimilarity 
in the metropolitan area dropped as well, but less so than residential segregation had 
decreased. From 1980 to 2010, residential segregation significantly decreased in the 
Boston metropolitan area (from 74.6 to 61.5). School segregation decreased slightly from 
1980 to 1990 (73.3 to 70.5), but then increased again slightly until 2010 (71.2). 
Residential segregation in the metropolitan area decreased until 2000, when it stabilized 
(66 in 2000 to 66.8 in the 2005-2009 American Community Survey estimate). Residential 
segregation fluctuated again, decreasing from the 2005-2009 American Community 
Survey estimate to just 61.5 in 2010. By the 2013-2017 American Community Survey 
estimate, residential segregation rose again close to the 2005-2009 American Community 
Survey estimated residential segregation level (65 in 2013-2017). School segregation in 
the metropolitan area fluctuated in a similar pattern to residential segregation. School 
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segregation decreased slightly from 1980 to 1990, then remained relatively stable until 
2010 (70.5 in 1990 to 71.2 in 2007-2008). In 2010, school segregation dropped 
significantly (66), however, in 2013-2017, school segregation rose slightly again to 68.7. 
Overall, metropolitan residential segregation began at a higher level in 1980, but quickly 
segregation in schools was higher than in the surrounding residential areas. Residential 
segregation and school segregation fluctuated similarly through the years, with school 
segregation remaining higher through 2017. Residential segregation also dropped more 
than school segregation between 1980 and 2010 (residential segregation dropped by 13.1 
and school segregation decreased by 7.3). After 2010, both school and residential 
segregation rose slightly by 2017. School segregation rose by 2.7 and residential 
segregation rose by 3.5 (to 68.7 and 65, respectively). (See Figures 3.1 and 3.2). 
Chicago’s residential segregation decreased steadily from 1980 to 2017 (from 
88.6 to 75.3). Between 1980 and 2005-2009, Chicago’s residential segregation dropped 
by 10.1 on the dissimilarity index (from 88.6 to 78.5). In comparison, Chicago school 
segregation dropped by only 3 on the dissimilarity index from 1980 to 2007-2008 (from 
85.9 to 82.9). While Chicago metropolitan area segregation dropped steadily from 1990 
to 2010-2011 (from 84.6 to 75.9), Chicago school segregation plateaued (fluctuating 
slightly, but decreasing from 83.3 to 82). From 2010-2017, Chicago school segregation 
dropped significantly to more closely reflect surrounding residential segregation. School 
segregation dropped from 82 to 77.8 in these years, while residential segregation 
remained steady (moving from 75.9 to 75.3). Overall, Chicago’s residential segregation 
began higher than school segregation but dropped quicker and more dramatically—
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staying below school segregation. Levels of school segregation remained high and 
plateaued from the years 1990-2010. School segregation levels saw their most significant 
drop between 2010 and 2017. Residential segregation saw significant drops continuously 
from 1980 to 2010, but plateaued in the years 2010 to 2017—when school segregation 
saw its most significant decrease. (See Figures 4.1 and 4.2). 
In Philadelphia, segregation in the metropolitan area decreased steadily from 1980 
until 2010, where it plateaued. From 1980 to 2010, metropolitan residential segregation 
decreased by 10.2 on the dissimilarity index (from 77.2 to 67). From 1980 to 2010, 
school segregation fluctuated between 75.4 and 72.6, increasing and decreasing but 
remaining relatively steady. Between 2010 and 2017, school segregation saw its most 
dramatic decrease (6 point decrease from 73.3 to 67.3). Overall, metropolitan residential 
segregation steadily dropped, experiencing the most dramatic decrease from 1980-2000, 
slowing from 2000 to 2010, and plateauing from 2010 to 2017. School segregation began 
at a lower level than residential segregation (75.4 and 77.2, respectively). However, by 
2000, residential segregation dropped to a lower level than school segregation (70.3 and 
74.1, respectively). School segregation experienced increases and decreases, only 
dropping by 2 points on the dissimilarity index in 30 years (75.4 in 1980 and 73.3 in 
2010). When residential segregation stabilized in the years 2010-2017, school segregation 
experienced its first real decrease (73.3 to 67.3). From 1980 up to 2000, residential 
segregation and school segregation were at similar levels with residential segregation 
slightly higher. By 2000, residential segregation reached a significantly lower level than 
school segregation and remained significantly lower up until 2017, when levels of 
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residential and school segregation were indistinguishable (67 and 67.3, respectively). 
(See Figures 5.1 and 5.2). 
In San Francisco, residential and school segregation started at the same level (72). 
From 1980 to 2010, residential segregation dropped dramatically from 72 to 59.3. 
Between 2000 and 2009, residential segregation plateaued (63.7 and 63.8). School 
segregation in San Francisco fluctuated between 1980 and 2000, dropping slightly in 
1990 (69.5) before rising to back to the 1980 level in 2000 (71.9). School segregation 
then dropped significantly between 2000 and 2008, from 71.9 to 63.7. School segregation 
then began to rise again in the years after this, reaching 66.8 in 2017. San Francisco 
metropolitan residential segregation remained lower than school segregation from 1980 
to 2017. When residential segregation experienced significant decreases, school 
segregation did not experience the same decreases. It was not until the mid-2000s that 
school segregation across the metropolitan area experienced a substantial decrease. 
School segregation increased again starting between the years 2007-2008 to 2017. (See 
Figures 6.1 and 6.2). 
 
Comparison of School and Residential Dissimilarity Indices Across Metropolitan Areas 
When we compare the dissimilarity across metropolitan areas—within schools, 
the levels are not impacted very dramatically over time, indicating the overall roadblocks 
to mitigating segregation within schools. Chicago metropolitan area schools were at a 
significantly higher level of school segregation continuously from 1980 to 2017. 
Philadelphia was significantly lower, but school segregation was higher than the other 
two cities until 2017. On average, Boston and San Francisco school segregation was at 
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similar levels, however, fluctuations and overall patterns of school segregation looked 
different overtime. Chicago school segregation decreased relatively steadily overtime, 
stabilizing between 1990 and 2010. Philadelphia school segregation began at only a 
slightly higher level than Boston. Philadelphia school segregation decreased slightly 
overtime—staying vastly stable between 1980 and 2010, until decreasing significantly. 
Boston school segregation stayed mostly stable between 1980 and 2007-2008. Boston 
school segregation then dropped significantly in 2010 before rising again by 2013-2017. 
San Francisco began at about the same level of school segregation as Boston (72 
compared to Boston’s 73.3). There were fluctuations, but largely school segregation 
stayed at the same level until a dramatic decrease between 2000 and 2007-2008. San 
Francisco school segregation was significantly lower than Boston school segregation in 
2007-2008, but rose back to about the same level in the years following (2010 and 2013-
2017). (See Figures 7.1 and 7.2). 
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Figures 
 
Figure 1.1: Public School Enrollment Overtime1 
Public 
School 
Enrollment  
Chicago Percent 
White 
Boston Percent 
White 
Philadelphia  Percent 
White 
San 
Fran  
Percent 
White 
1995 - - 63,293 17.8% 211,435 - 61,889 13.1% 
2000 431,705 10% 63,024 14.7% 201,190 - 59,976 10.9% 
2005 420,982 8.1% 57,349 13.6% 184,560 13.3% 56,236 9.3% 
2010 402,681 8.6% 56,037 12.9% 166,272 13.4% 55,571 11.3% 
2014 396,683 9.4% 54,300 13.6% 134,241 13.9% 58,414 13.3% 
2016 381,349 9.9% 53,530 14.2% 134,129 13.6% 60,133 14.1% 
2018 361,314 10.5% 51,433 14.2% 126,994 14.9% 60,263 14.2% 
 
Figure 1.2: Graph of Public School Enrollment Overtime 
 
 
 																																																								
1 Figures 1.1-1.4 Sources: 
CPS: School Data (2019). Chicago Public Schools. Retrieved from 
https://cps.edu/SchoolData/Pages/SchoolData.aspx; 
2018-2019 Enrollment Report (District) (2019). Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education. Retrieved from http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/statereport/enrollmentbyracegender.aspx;  
Enrollment Reports and Projections (2018). Pennsylvania Department of Education. Retrieved from 
https://www.education.pa.gov/Data-and-
Statistics/Pages/Enrollment%20Reports%20and%20Projections.aspx; 
Enrollment Report (2019). California Department of Education DataQuest. Retrieved from 
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/page2.asp?level=District&subject=Enrollment&submit1=Submit 
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Figure 1.3: Graph of Public School Enrollment Overtime: Boston and San Francisco 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1.4: Graph of Public School Enrollment Overtime: Chicago and Philadelphia 
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Figure 2.1: Metropolitan Area Demographics Overtime2 
Percent 
White 
Boston Metro 
Area 
Chicago Metro 
Area 
Philadelphia Metro 
Area 
San Francisco 
Metro Area 
1980 91.7% 68.3% 76% 66.1% 
1990 86.8% 64.8% 74% 58.7% 
2000 80.7% 56.7% 68.7% 49.1% 
2005-09  77.8% 54.3% 66% 45.6% 
2010 74.9% 52.7% 63.5% 42.4% 
2016 71.2% 53.1% 62.2% 40% 
Percent Black     
1980 4.3% 20.7% 20.3% 11.8% 
1990 5.2% 19.9% 20.4% 11.2% 
2000 6.4% 20% 22.1% 10.2% 
2005-09  6.5% 18.9% 21.8% 8.7% 
2010 7.4% 18.7% 22.7% 9.1% 
2016 7.3% 16.4% 20.2% 7% 
Percent 
Minority 
    
1980 8.3% 31.7% 24% 33.9% 
1990 13.2% 35.2% 26% 41.3% 
2000 19.3% 43.3% 31.3% 50.9% 
2005-09  22.2% 45.7% 34% 54.4% 
2010 25.1% 47.3% 36.5% 57.6% 
2016 28.8% 46.9% 37.8% 60% 
																																																								
2 Figures 2.1-2.4 Sources:  
Diversity and Disparities: School Segregation by Metropolitan Area or District Russell Sage Foundation: 
American Communities Project. Retrieved from 
https://s4.ad.brown.edu/projects/diversity/segregation2010/msa.aspx?metroid=14460; 
Diversity and Disparities: Residential Segregation by Metropolitan Area Russell Sage Foundation: 
American Communities Project. Retrieved from 
https://s4.ad.brown.edu/projects/diversity/segregation2010/msa.aspx?metroid=14460; 
Community Facts American FactFinder: United States Census Bureau. Retrieved from 
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/community_facts.xhtml 
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Figure 2.2: Graph of Metropolitan Area Percentage White Overtime
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.3: Graph of Metropolitan Area Percentage Minorities Overtime 
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Figure 2.4: Graph of Metropolitan Area Percentage Black Overtime
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Figure 3.1: Boston Black-White Dissimilarity Indices3 
Black-White 
Dissimilarity 
Boston 
Metropolitan 
Area School 
Dissimilarity 
Boston 
Metropolitan 
Area 
Dissimilarity 
1980 73.3 74.6 
1990 70.5 68.5 
2000 70.8 66 
2005-2009 - 66.8 
2007-2008 71.2 - 
2010 66 61.5 
2013-2017 68.7 65 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 																																																								
3 Figures 3.1- 8.2 sources:  
Diversity and Disparities: School Segregation by Metropolitan Area or District Russell Sage Foundation: 
American Communities Project. Retrieved from 
https://s4.ad.brown.edu/projects/diversity/segregation2010/msa.aspx?metroid=14460; 
Diversity and Disparities: Residential Segregation by Metropolitan Area Russell Sage Foundation: 
American Communities Project. Retrieved from 
https://s4.ad.brown.edu/projects/diversity/segregation2010/msa.aspx?metroid=14460; 
School Segregation Data for U.S. Metro Areas. Governing: Analysis of enrollment data from National 
Center for Education Statistics, 2015-2016 Common Core of Data. Retrieved from 
http://www.governing.com/gov-data/education-data/school-segregation-dissimilarity-index-for-metro-
areas.html; 
School Segregation (Dissimilarity Index): Analysis from National Center for Education Statistics and the 
Common Core of Data. Diversity Data: Brandeis University Heller School for Social Policy and 
Management. Retrieved from http://www.diversitydatakids.org/data/ranking/90/school-segregation-
dissimilarity-index-public-primary-school-students-dissimilar and 
http://www.diversitydata.org/Data/Rankings/Show.aspx?ind=37&tf=45&sortby=Name&sort=LowToHigh
&notes=True&rt=MetroArea&rgn=ShowLargest100 
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Figure 3.2: Graph of Boston Black-White Dissimilarity Indices 
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Figure 4.1: Chicago Black-White Dissimilarity Indices 
Black-White 
Dissimilarity 
Chicago 
Metropolitan 
Area School 
Dissimilarity 
Chicago 
Metropolitan 
Area 
Dissimilarity 
1980 85.9 88.6 
1990 83.3 84.6 
2000 83.9 80.8 
2005-2009 - 78.5 
2007-2008 82.9 - 
2010-2011 82.0 75.9 
2017 77.8 75.3 
 
 
Figure 4.2: Graph of Chicago Black-White Dissimilarity Indices 
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Figure 5.1: Philadelphia Black-White Dissimilarity Indices 
Black-White 
Dissimilarity 
Philadelphia 
Metropolitan 
Area School 
Dissimilarity 
Philadelphia 
Metropolitan 
Area 
Dissimilarity 
1980 75.4 77.2 
1990 73.7 75.2 
2000 74.1 70.3 
2005-2009 - 69.5 
2007-2008 72.6 - 
2010-2011 73.3 67 
2017 67.3 67 
 
Figure 5.2: Philadelphia Black-White Dissimilarity Indices 
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Figure 6.1: San Francisco Black-White Dissimilarity Indices 
Black-White 
Dissimilarity 
San Francisco 
Metropolitan 
Area School 
Dissimilarity 
San Francisco 
Metropolitan 
Area 
Dissimilarity 
1980 72 72 
1990 69.5 67.1 
2000 71.9 63.7 
2005-2009 - 63.8 
2007-2008 63.7 - 
2010-2011 66.6 59.3 
2017 66.8 61 
 
 
Figure 6.2: San Francisco Black-White Dissimilarity Indices 
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Figure 7.1: Metropolitan Area School Black-White Dissimilarity Indices Overtime 
Black-White 
Dissimilarity 
Boston 
Metropolitan 
Area School 
Dissimilarity 
Chicago 
Metropolitan 
Area School 
Dissimilarity 
Philadelphia 
Metropolitan 
Area School 
Dissimilarity 
San Francisco 
Metropolitan 
Area School 
Dissimilarity 
1980 73.3 85.9 75.4 72 
1990 70.5 83.3 73.7 69.5 
2000 70.8 83.9 74.1 71.9 
2007-2008 71.2 82.9 72.6 63.7 
2010 66 82.0 73.3 66.6 
2013-2017 68.7 77.8 67.3 66.8 
 
 
Figure 7.2: Graph of Metropolitan Area School Black-White Dissimilarity Indices 
Overtime 
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Figure 8.1: Metropolitan Area Black-White Dissimilarity Overtime 
Black-White 
Dissimilarity  
Boston 
Metropolitan 
Area 
Dissimilarity 
Chicago 
Metropolitan 
Area 
Dissimilarity 
Philadelphia 
Metropolitan 
Area 
Dissimilarity 
San Francisco 
Metropolitan 
Area 
Dissimilarity 
1980 74.6 88.6 82.6 72 
1990 68.5 84.6 81.4 67.1 
2000 66 80.8 76.5 63.7 
2005-2009 66.8 78.5 75.9 63.8 
2010 61.5 75.9 73.7 59.3 
 
 
Figure 8.2: Graph of Metropolitan Area Black-White Dissimilarity Overtime 
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Figure 9a: Table of Comparisons of Metropolitan Area Schools 
 Boston4 Chicago5 Philadelphia San Francisco 
Number of Public 
Schools 
125 513 215 136 
Total Enrollment 
in Public Schools 
54,300 361,314 126,994 54,063 
Total Enrollment 
Age  
74,429 570,457 238,426 112,802 
Percent of Student 
Population Age 
Enrolled in Public 
Schools 
72.95% 63.3% 53.3% 47.9% 
Number of Top 
Private Schools 
23 411 235 120 
Average Tuition of 
Top Private 
Schools 
$29,824.00 $7,619 for 
Elementary; 
$16,080 for High 
School 
$7,427 for 
Elementary; 
$12,115 for High 
School 
$18,927 for 
Elementary; 
$28,086 for High 
School 
Enrollment in 
Private Schools 
3,584 76,490 49,390 27,034 																																																											
4 Figure 9 Boston Sources:  
BPS at a Glance 2018-2019. (2019). Boston Public Schools. Retrieved from 
https://www.bostonpublicschools.org/cms/lib/MA01906464/Centricity/Domain/187/BPS%20at%20a%20G
lance%2019_final.pdf; 
Top Boston, MA Private Schools. (2019). Private School Review. Retrieved from 
https://www.privateschoolreview.com/massachusetts/boston; 
2019 Best Magnet Schools in Boston. (2019). Niche. Retrieved from 
https://www.niche.com/k12/search/best-magnet-schools/t/boston-suffolk-ma; 
Boston Charter Schools. (2019). Massachusetts Charter Public School Association. Retrieved from 
https://masscharterschools.org/schools/boston; 
Community Facts: Boston, Massachusetts. United States Census Bureau: American FactFinder. Retrieved 
from https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/community_facts.xhtml 
5 Figure 9 Chicago Sources:  
CPS Stats and Facts. (2019). Chicago Public Schools. Retrieved from https://cps.edu/About_CPS/At-a-
glance/Pages/Stats_and_facts.aspx; 
Top Chicago, IL Private Schools. (2019). Private School Review. Retrieved from 
https://www.privateschoolreview.com/illinois/chicago; 
Charter Public Schools in Illinois. (2019). Illinois Network of Charter Schools. Retrieved from 
https://www.incschools.org/get-the-facts/; 
2019 Best Magnet Schools in Chicago. (2019). Niche. Retrieved from 
https://www.niche.com/k12/search/best-magnet-schools/t/chicago-cook-il/; 
Community Facts: Chicago, Illinois. United States Census Bureau: American FactFinder. Retrieved from 
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/community_facts.xhtml. 
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Figure 9b: Table of Comparisons of Metropolitan Area Schools, Continued 
 Boston Chicago Philadelphia6 San Francisco7 
Percent 
Enrolled in 
Private School 
4.8% 13.4% 20.7% 23.4% 
Minority 
Enrollment in 
Private Schools 
29% 50% 47% 51% 
Number of 
Charter Schools 
29 126 100 14 
Enrollment in 
Charter Schools 
10,356 57,057 72,377 7,671 
Percent 
Enrolled in 
Charter School 
13.9% 10% 30.4% 6.8% 
Minority 
Enrollment in 
Charter Schools 
87.6% 98% 87% 88.7% 
Number of 
Magnet Schools 
3 exam schools 73 38 3 
 
 																																																								
6 Figure 9 Philadelphia Sources:  
General Information: Enrollment. (2019). The School District of Philadelphia. Retrieved from 
https://dashboards.philasd.org/extensions/philadelphia/index.html#/enrollment; 
Top Philadelphia, PA Private Schools. (2019). Private School Review. Retrieved from 
https://www.privateschoolreview.com/pennsylvania/philadelphia; 
Charter Schools. (2019). Pennsylvania Department of Education. Retrieved from 
https://www.education.pa.gov/K-12/Charter%20Schools/Pages/default.aspx; 
2019 Best Magnet Schools in Philadelphia. (2019). Niche. Retrieved from 
https://www.niche.com/k12/search/best-magnet-schools/t/philadelphia-philadelphia-pa/; 
Community Facts: Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. United States Census Bureau: American FactFinder. 
Retrieved from https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/community_facts.xhtml 
7 Figure 9 San Francisco Sources: 
Facts at a Glance. (2018). San Francisco Public Schools. Retrieved from 
http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/sfusd-facts-at-a-glance.pdf; 
Top San Francisco, CA Private Schools. (2019). Private School Review. Retrieved from 
https://www.privateschoolreview.com/california/san-francisco; 
2019 Best Magnet Schools in San Francisco. (2019). Niche. Retrieved from 
https://www.niche.com/k12/search/best-magnet-schools/t/san-francisco-san-francisco-ca/; 
Enrollment Report. (2019). California Department of Education: DataQuest. Retrieved from 
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/EnrCharterEth.aspx?cds=3868478&agglevel=district&year=2017
-18&ro=y; 
Community Facts: San Francisco, California. United States Census Bureau: American FactFinder. 
Retrieved from https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/community_facts.xhtml. 
 
83 
 
Figure 10.1a: School and Metropolitan Area Demographics8 
Demographics Boston Public 
Schools 
Boston Metro 
Area 
Chicago 
Public 
Schools 
Chicago 
Metro Area 
Percent White 14% 74.9% 10.5% 52.7% 
Percent Black 34% 7.4% 36.6% 18.7% 
Percent 
Hispanic 
42% 9% 46.7% 21.5% 
Percent Asian 9% 7.1% 4.1% 6.6% 
Percent Other 1% 1.6% 2% 0.4% 
Total 
Enrollment/ 
Total Population 
54,300 4,790,000 361,314 9,500,000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 																																																								
8 Figure 10.1-10.2 Sources:  
Boston-Cambridge-Newton, MA-NH Metro Area. (2016). Data USA. Retrieved from 
https://datausa.io/profile/geo/boston-cambridge-quincy-ma-nh-metro-area/ 
Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI Metro Area. (2016). Data USA. Retrieved from 
https://datausa.io/profile/geo/chicago-joliet-naperville-il-in-wi-metro-area/; 
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metro Area. (2016). Data USA. Retrieved from 
https://datausa.io/profile/geo/philadelphia-camden-wilmington-pa-nj-de-md-metro-area/; 
San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, CA Metro Area. (2016). Data USA. Retrieved from 
https://datausa.io/profile/geo/san-francisco-oakland-fremont-ca-metro-area/; 
Facts at a Glance. (2018). San Francisco Public Schools. Retrieved from 
http://www.sfusd.edu/en/assets/sfusd-staff/about-SFUSD/files/sfusd-facts-at-a-glance.pdf; 
CPS Stats and Facts. (2019). Chicago Public Schools. Retrieved from https://cps.edu/About_CPS/At-a-
glance/Pages/Stats_and_facts.aspx; 
General Information: Enrollment. (2019). The School District of Philadelphia. Retrieved from 
https://dashboards.philasd.org/extensions/philadelphia/index.html#/enrollment; 
BPS at a Glance 2018-2019. (2019). Boston Public Schools. Retrieved from 
https://www.bostonpublicschools.org/cms/lib/MA01906464/Centricity/Domain/187/BPS%20at%20a%20G
lance%2019_final.pdf 
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Figure 10.1b: School and Metropolitan Area Demographics, Continued 
Demographics Philadelphia 
Public Schools 
Philadelphia 
Metro Area 
San 
Francisco 
Public 
Schools 
San 
Francisco 
Metro 
Area 
Percent White 14% 63.5% 15% 42.4% 
Percent Black 48% 22.7% 7% 9.1% 
Percent 
Hispanic 
22% 7.4% 27% 21.6% 
Percent Asian 9% 5.9% 35% 25.9% 
Percent Other 1% 0.5% 13% 0.9% 
Total 
Enrollment/ 
Total 
Population 
126,994 6,070,000 54,063 4,680,000 
 
Figure 10.2: Graph of School and Metropolitan Area Demographics 
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Analysis of School and Residential Segregation Overtime by School Choice Program 
Boston 
In Boston, the Boston School Committee regained control of desegregation plans 
in 1988, ending court ordered busing plans. Between 1980 and 1990, Boston 
metropolitan school segregation decreased, however, after 1990, school segregation 
stabilized and slightly increased until 2007-2008 (see Figure 3.1). Once the court-
mandated busing ended, school segregation stabilized then slightly increased—indicating 
that the busing policy was largely responsible for decreasing segregation within schools. 
This is not surprising, as court-mandated student desegregation plans largely have been 
shown to be more effective than voluntary programs. However, court-mandated busing 
plans also led to massive decreases in student enrollment (from 100,000 to 57,000 in 
1988). Busing policies particularly impacted the white population—public schools 
enrolled 57,000 white students in 1971, but by 1977 there were only 29,000 white 
students in the public school system. Largely some of the racial balance in schools could 
be accounted for by white flight from the public school system, leaving less white 
students and therefore less white schools in the public school system.  
After the Boston School Committee regained control, Controlled Choice was 
implemented (zoning the city into racially balanced areas). As part of the zoned plan, 
there were “ideal racial percentages,” however; the plan relied largely on choice (in 
comparison with the previous busing policy). Students still had the option to select 
schools outside of their zone or another citywide school—leading to the stabilization and 
increase after 1990 of school segregation even while the surrounding metropolitan 
86 
 
residential segregation was decreasing. This is shown through school segregation 
stabilizing and increasing slightly between 1990 and 2000 (after the new plan was 
implemented) from 70.5 to 70.8. During this time, surrounding residential segregation 
was decreasing steadily from 68.5 to 66. When busing was still in place, school 
segregation decreased steadily similarly to residential segregation—school segregation 
went from 73.3 in 1980 to 70.5 in 1990, while residential segregation decreased from 
74.6 to 68.5. Though residential segregation was decreasing at a quicker rate, school 
segregation was following the same pattern when court mandated busing was in practice. 
However, once court mandated busing ended, residential segregation continued to 
decrease (stabilized between 2000 and 2009) until 2010. After 2010, residential 
segregation increased back to levels before 2010. Contrarily, school segregation 
increased slightly from 1990 until finally dropping in 2010. 
Racial assignment and zoning ended in 1999 when Boston schools tried to 
compromise between more choice and neighborhood schools. In the 10 years after 
implementation of the new plan, school segregation did not meaningfully change. After 
implementation of the new algorithm (treating each school as two schools—a 
neighborhood school and open to the public), school segregation stayed stable for a few 
years, but decreased slightly in 2010. Controlled Choice ended in 2012; at this time, there 
is another increase in school segregation. Additionally, though busing was no longer 
mandatory, busing programs continued until 2013, likely accounting for the stabilization 
and decrease in school segregation. However, after busing was dramatically reduced in 
2013, the only programs that were in place were voluntary—helping to explain the 
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increase in school segregation in 2013-2017. It is important to note additionally the role 
that charters and private schools have played in Boston. Due to the voluntary nature of 
school choice programs, Boston school segregation is largely defined by not only 
underlying residential segregation, but also individual choices that have kept school 
segregation at a higher level than residential segregation.  
Overall, in Boston, school segregation has only decreased by less than 5 points on 
the dissimilarity index, while residential segregation decreased by almost 10 points on the 
dissimilarity index. The vast majority of the decrease in school segregation (almost 3 
points of the total 5 point decrease) occurred between 1980 and 1990, when court 
mandated busing was in existence. A major decrease occurred between 2007 and 2010. 
During this time, there was also a major decrease in residential segregation. Additionally, 
busing programs were still in existence, though not mandated. The home-based system, 
with an updated algorithm in 2005, also tried to account for unequal educational 
opportunities—thus, this drop may be partially explained by the implementation of the 
new algorithm in 2005. The rise in school segregation that takes place after 2010 is likely 
driven by the discontinuation of busing policies and the stagnation in the success of the 
home-based system in mitigating segregation in schools. School segregation in Boston 
was greater than residential segregation in Boston after 1980. Residential segregation and 
school segregation largely followed the same patterns—indicating the ineffectiveness at 
school programs at mitigating residential segregation, and even furthering residential 
segregation patterns within schools. In 2013-2017, school segregation was the most 
similar to residential segregation since 1990.  
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The voluntary school assignment policy was largely ineffective at mitigating 
school segregation or alleviating some of the residential segregation patterns occurring in 
schools. Forced busing policies forced out many white students from the public education 
system. However, forced busing proved successful in decreasing segregation among the 
remaining students in the public school system (between the years 1980 and 1990). 
Different types of schools drive some of the perpetuation of segregation within schools, 
as charter school enrollment is 88% minority students, public school enrollment is 86% 
minority students, and private schools are only 29% minority students. Boston tried to 
balance both trying to provide expanded access to quality schools through choice as well 
as more traditional neighborhood assignment. The difficulty Boston schools face is flight 
from the public school system, particularly white students, as well as expanded choice 
providing opportunities for students to re-segregate. Though residential segregation is 
high in Boston, school segregation is higher—indicating that school choice actually has 
increases segregation in schools that would naturally occur on the basis of residential 
segregation. Similar to much of the literature, since Boston no longer provides 
transportation for students (through busing), expanded choice actually has led 
metropolitan schools to be more segregated. School choice cannot be said to be the sole 
cause of higher school segregation than residential segregation. School policies were 
limited in their effect due to a lack of compliance. White families moved to the suburbs 
and more racially isolated schools or out of the public school system all together. The 
white students who remain in the system tend to attend more racially isolated schools or 
exam schools—where white enrollment is far higher than traditional public and charter 
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schools. Similarly, minority students tend towards public and charter schools. Thus, due 
to the lack of compliance, largely voluntary school assignment has not mitigated the 
effects of residential segregation and has exacerbated the residential segregation levels 
within schools. 
 
Chicago 
In 1980, a consent decree in Chicago required a voluntary desegregation plan. The 
plan that was put into place largely relied upon magnet schools, which used race-based 
admissions, while selective schools and public schools had a cap of 35% white student 
enrollment. Between 1980 and 1990, the cap on student enrollment appeared to help 
mitigate school segregation slightly, as school segregation decreased slightly from 85.9 to 
83.3. School segregation was still extremely high in 1990. After 1990, levels of school 
segregation remained stable until after 2010 (wavering slightly between 83.3 and 82). 
The consent decree was in effect until 2009, when the district regained control of 
desegregation plans. In practice, there was no longer a cap on white enrollment in schools 
and race was no longer used as a basis for enrollment. Counter intuitively, after 2010, 
school segregation actually decreased by the most significant amount. Once race based 
assignments and racial enrollment guidelines ended, school segregation decreased. This 
indicates primarily the difficulty in addressing school segregation when a surrounding 
community is resistant to integration. Between 1970 and 1990, almost 75% of the white 
student population in public schools was lost. Additionally, this indicates the limited 
effectiveness of voluntary programs in addressing deeply rooted segregation in schools. 
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Though the consent decree was initially slightly successful, after 10 years, school 
segregation leveled off.  
 While surrounding residential segregation remains extremely high, it has been 
decreasing steadily since the 1980s. This decrease has slowed in the last 10 years. 
However, in 1980, residential segregation was higher than school segregation. From 1980 
to 1990, residential segregation and school segregation both experienced decreases. Ten 
years after the implementation of the consent decree and court ordered desegregation, the 
impact of the consent decree appeared to fade—as residential segregation dropped below 
school segregation and school segregation plateaued for the next 20 years. From 2010 to 
2017, residential and school segregation became more similar than they had been since 
1990. The consent decree ended in 2010, indicating that though judicial oversight and the 
cap on white enrollment in public schools may have been successful for the first 10 years, 
effectiveness quickly diminished. Due to initial systemic resistance to integration, public 
schools were either extremely overcrowded or under-crowded. Public and charter schools 
became the schools for low income and minority students. Due to a lack of early on 
mandatory desegregation policies or an inter-district exchange program, Chicago 
segregation in schools was never adequately addressed. The combination between a lack 
of compliance from the general population (through movement out of the public school 
system and district) and a desegregation plan relying upon voluntary choices, segregation 
in schools remains greater than residential segregation. 
 Chicago reflected a population that was very resistant to change and school 
integration. A large part of the lack of success in Chicago in addressing segregation in 
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schools was the pure lack of compliance. Mandatory busing or a similar policy was never 
enacted in Chicago to perhaps break up some of the existing segregation in schools. 
Chicago thus suffered from extreme school segregation since the 1980s. By 2017, school 
segregation decreased by about 8 points on the dissimilarity index, however, schools 
remained extremely segregated. Chicago school segregation is also extremely driven by 
individual choices (due to the voluntary nature of school choice and a lack of compliance 
with the public school system). Chicago public schools only serve 63% of the student 
population, almost 90% minority students. Furthermore, while private school enrollment 
is still 50% minority students, charter schools are 98% minority students. The story of 
Chicago is one of white flight out of the city and public school system. Thus, school 
choice programs that have been voluntary have similarly only exacerbated the effects of 
residential segregation. Due to the resistance to an inter-district transfer program, white 
students and more affluent minority students attend parochial and private schools while 
minority and less affluent students remain in traditional public schools and charter 
schools. 
 
Philadelphia 
 Philadelphia school segregation decreased by about 8 points on the dissimilarity 
index in almost 40 years, going from 75.4 in 1980 to 67.3 in 2017. In relation, residential 
segregation decreased by a little over 10 points. These decreases are basically identical 
over the years. A voluntary plan with integration goals was implemented in the 1970s. 
Constituents and politicians rejected any type of busing policy or mandatory 
desegregation policy. During the years of only the voluntary plan (1970s-1990s), school 
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segregation appeared to be mirroring surrounding residential segregation, although school 
segregation was slightly lower than residential segregation. In 1997, the Amend Charter 
Schools Act authorized charters. The state took control of public schools in 2001. During 
state control, privatization was deemed the best avenue leading to the rapid proliferation 
of charter schools. In 2000, after charter schools had been authorized, school segregation 
increased slightly from the 1990s and rose above residential segregation, which was still 
decreasing steadily. Once charter schools were authorized, virtually no real change 
occurred in school segregation, as it fluctuated between 74.1 and 73.3 between 2000 and 
2010. 
 Even when busing policies were discontinued in 2006, there was not a significant 
change negatively or positively in school segregation—indicating that since busing 
policies were voluntary they did not successfully address school segregation. In 2017, 
residential segregation and school segregation were almost identical. There was the first 
large decrease in school segregation between 2010 and 2017, when school segregation 
dropped by 6 points on the dissimilarity index. Charters, which are public schools, are 
required to provide transportation. Perhaps when transportation was discontinued to 
public schools through busing in 2006, flight from neighborhood schools was lessened, 
accounting for the increasing similarity between residential segregation and school 
segregation in 2017. However, even in 2010, residential segregation was significantly 
lower than school segregation. Philadelphia similarly shows the limits of voluntary 
system without originally breaking up school segregation through mandatory busing. 
Philadelphia experienced a lack of compliance with voluntary programs (inter-district 
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transfer). Instead, charter schools became a way that students left behind traditional 
public schools. Charter schools enroll over 30% of the population in Philadelphia, 
compared to only 14% in Boston, 10% in Chicago, and 7% in San Francisco. The charter 
school population is similarly 87% minority students, traditional public schools are 86% 
minority students, but private schools are about half that (47% minority).  
 Due to resistance early on to any type of mandatory desegregation policy, the 
system in Philadelphia relied upon voluntary and individual actions. Thus, school choice 
was largely ineffective at mitigating any type of residential segregation. The creation and 
proliferation of charter schools increased or maintained segregation within schools. 
Residential segregation was lower than school segregation since charter schools were 
authorized. Flight from the public school system left traditional public schools and 
charter schools as the schools with high minority populations. No real attempt was made 
to address segregation in schools, driven by surrounding residential segregation. Thus, 
school choice programs only exacerbated preexisting patterns of segregation. 
 
San Francisco 
Before 1980, no real attempt at desegregation of schools had occurred in San 
Francisco. In 1983, a consent decree was settled upon in the wake of a lawsuit against the 
district. This consent decree limited enrollment in a given school to 45% of a single race. 
Action was also taken towards desegregating schools that were historically segregated. 
Initially, after the consent decree went into effect, school segregation dropped almost 3 
points on the dissimilarity index in 10 years (from 1980 to 1990). However, in 1994, the 
use of race in school assignment was ruled to likely be unconstitutional. After this ruling, 
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school segregation rose, back to its original 1980 level (71.9). In 2001, the race-based 
assignments were officially eliminated and replaced with the “diversity index.” There 
was no data on school segregation measured by dissimilarity index for the years between 
2000 and 2007. However, by 2005, the consent decree that had eliminated the use of 
race-based assignment had proven to be highly ineffective. According to court findings, 
in 2000 only one school remained segregated; but by 2005, 35% of schools were 
considered segregated (Ho v. San Francisco Unified School District: Order Denying 
Proposed Extension of Consent Decree, 2005).  Thus, the consent decree was not 
renewed and the district was given back control (rather than court oversight). After the 
end of the consent decree, school segregation dropped to 63.7 in 2007. Though there is no 
data for the dissimilarity index for the years in between, due to the increase in the number 
of schools that were considered segregated (35%) in 2005, we can infer that the drop in 
segregation in schools occurred once the consent decree was discontinued. School 
segregation increased slightly between 2007 and 2010. In 2010, a new school choice 
program was implemented with specific goals of integrating schools. The new program 
utilized census tract integration preference and attendance area as part of the tiebreakers 
in a computerized lottery. After this policy was in place for close to 10 years, school 
segregation remained almost exactly the same (66.6 in 2010 and 66.8 in 2017). Though 
the district had specific goals of desegregating schools, the new program implemented in 
2010 appeared to be ineffective at reaching those goals.  
 Overall, school segregation dropped by a little over 5 points on the dissimilarity 
index. School segregation and residential segregation were exactly identical in 1980. 
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However, as residential segregation dropped significantly from 1980 to 2000 (72 to 63.7, 
respectively), school segregation did not experience the same decrease. School 
segregation fluctuated and returned to its 1980 level, whereas residential segregation was 
significantly lower than the 1980 level. This shows the effectiveness of the original 
consent decree that used race in school assignment (ending with the 1994 lawsuit and 
ensuing 2001 consent decree). Residential segregation stagnated between 2000 and 2009, 
during which school segregation dropped to almost the exact level of residential 
segregation in 2007. By 2010, residential segregation decreased again to its lowest level, 
59.3, dropping by over 4 points on the dissimilarity index. During this same time, school 
segregation increased by almost 3 points on the dissimilarity index between 2007 and 
2010. The increase in school segregation in the absence of a consent decree or true school 
choice policy addressing school segregation led to the 2010 implementation of a new 
policy that tried to balance choice with “goals of integrated schools” (Schwartz 2018). 
This is different from any other school choice policy because the district specifically cites 
goals of integration. However, this policy proved ineffective despite the goals. Overall, 
San Francisco public schools only enroll about 48% of students, 85% of which are 
minority students. 23% of students are enrolled in private schools, with enrollment in 
private schools being 51% minority. Only 7% of students are enrolled in charter schools, 
however, charter school enrollment is vastly minority students (89%). Private schools, 
particularly in San Francisco, serve affluent populations (almost $20,000 a year for 
elementary and almost $30,000 a year for high school). These findings in San Francisco 
underscore the story found elsewhere—that the major roadblock to effective school 
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choice programs and school desegregation is non-compliance. The percentage of white 
students is far higher in private schools than in traditional public or charter.  
 Thus, even with goals of integration, school choice programs have fallen short. 
The most effective policy was when race was used explicitly in school assignment. 
However, since the termination of that policy, all other programs have fallen short at 
providing true alleviation of school segregation. Residential segregation has remained 
steadily below school segregation since 1980, with 2007 being the only exception. 2007 
likely represented an after-shock of the absence of the failing consent decree that had 
been implemented in 2001 and had caused re-segregation of many schools. In 2017, 
residential segregation was almost a full 6 points below school segregation on the 
dissimilarity index. This shows that even when residential segregation decreases, school 
segregation will not necessarily decrease as well. Though choice programs may have 
good intentions, they rely upon individual choices to comply by staying in the public 
school system.  
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Limitations 
For the purpose of my research, case studies were the best avenue to provide the 
whole picture. Case studies allowed an in-depth look at how each individual city faced 
desegregation, the policies that ensued, and the pathway to the current school choice 
program.  
However, case studies are limited in their own ways. We cannot be certain that 
the conclusions drawn or patterns found in case studies are generalizable to the broader 
set of cases. Ideally, for the purpose of this research, I would randomly assign school 
choice programs across districts. In this hypothetical scenario, everyone would comply 
with a choice program—meaning everyone would stay in the public school system and 
participate in the school choice program. We could then conclude more directly causality 
of these programs. In other words, if districts were randomly assigned school choice 
programs and individuals stayed within the public school system, we could directly 
observe the impacts of the individual school choice program on segregation within 
schools. In the real world, we cannot create this type of experiment through randomly 
assigning school choice programs or forcing individuals to comply with district 
programs. Affluent and white families can flee the public school system—as has been 
shown through the current research and extensive other literature.  
A limitation of this study is also that causality is multi-directional. It is extremely 
difficult to isolate what caused the changes in school segregation over the years. Not 
every school board or metropolitan area has the same goal of desegregating the schools. 
Motives are therefore different at the outset of school choice programs; thus, their 
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implementation and effectiveness will be impacted by other factors than solely the 
program. Additionally, as aforementioned, there is a reciprocal relationship between 
school and residential segregation. School choice programs often impact where people 
live; likewise, residential segregation can impact the effectiveness of school choice 
programs as well as which school choice programs are employed. Similarly, there are 
numerous other confounding variables that could account for changes in both residential 
and school segregation. 
Other smaller limitations provided some difficulties during my research. Data was 
missing from certain years. It was very difficult to gather detailed data (such as on racial 
breakdowns of enrollment) past a certain point historically. Additionally, I used the 
dissimilarity index as a measure of segregation. No measure is perfect, however, for the 
purpose of my research dissimilarity indices provided a clear measure of segregation—in 
terms of the number of people or students who needed to relocate in order for an area or 
school to be integrated perfectly. I also used metropolitan area data, which could be 
considered a limitation because metropolitan areas are broad areas. For the purpose of my 
research, this was a deliberate decision to focus on the whole metropolitan area, precisely 
due to a widespread history of white flight from cities into the suburbs of metropolitan 
areas. Using metropolitan area residential and school segregation allowed my research to 
look into not only into the direct impact of programs on cities, but also the surrounding 
areas in terms of integration residentially and in schools. 
These case studies attempted to take these limitations into account. The goal was 
to use case studies to look into whether school programs, perhaps with differing motives, 
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can alleviate school segregation. Despite the limitations of case studies, they provided the 
best avenue to look into the processes that led to each individual school choice program. 
Whereas a large-scale quantitative analysis may have provided more numerical answers 
including perhaps large-scale quantitative regressions, this type of analysis would miss 
the nuance that a case study can provide. Case studies can help to identify why particular 
school choice programs may or may not have been successful. Case studies do not treat 
every path as the same, and thus, case studies are the best method to deliberately look 
into the impacts of school choice programs in metropolitan areas. This kind of in-depth 
look into particular metropolitan areas, quantitative and qualitative, provides more 
nuanced look into the history of school and residential segregation, helping to identify 
how segregation has been perpetuated through both arenas.  
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Conclusion 
Pervasive residential segregation between cities and suburbs has perpetuated 
school segregation. After the ruling in Brown v. Board, white flight to the suburbs 
followed, encouraged by loans only guaranteed to white residents. Since white families 
live disproportionately in the suburbs and spatially separate from minority families, 
without an integration plan, schools will remain as segregated as their surrounding 
residential area. To break up some of the existing cyclical and pervasive patterns of 
residential and school segregation, a comprehensive integration plan must include 
students across districts. Families cannot be forced to live in certain areas or attend 
neighborhood public schools, making both residential and school segregation extremely 
difficult to address. The most effective plans at mitigating racial segregation in schools 
would require inter-district integration plans, taking race into account. Under the 1974 
Supreme Court ruling Milliken v. Bradley, districts were not obligated to integrate across 
districts unless district lines were drawn with racist intent (which is extremely difficult to 
prove). Due to the deeply embedded nature of residential segregation, affluent and often 
white families continue to live separately from minority and less affluent families. Thus, 
district lines can be drawn that will perpetuate, and in some cases exacerbate, the 
surrounding residential segregation into schools.  
In my research, I expected to find some policies that were more effective at 
mitigating the effects of residential segregation. The pattern I found was discouraging. 
Even when residential segregation decreased significantly, in every metropolitan area, 
school segregation remained at higher levels than the surrounding residential segregation. 
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The most effective methods of addressing residential segregation were forced integration 
methods or racial assignment. However, due to Supreme Court rulings, the age of 
mandatory desegregation policies and racial assignment has ended. These types of 
policies historically faced high levels of opposition (i.e., busing), and therefore either 
were rejected or led to high levels of white flight. In my research, I found that school 
choice programs that remained voluntary but took race into account in assignment (such 
as race-based assignment) were effective. When districts employed techniques that put 
caps on the percentage of any single racial group in public schools it helped to mitigate 
some of the segregation in schools.  
One of the most significant hindrances to school choice programs is the inability 
of a district to use race in school assignment. As seen in San Francisco, this type of 
policy can prove effective—particularly when setting limits on students of any race 
attending a particular school rather than solely setting white student enrollment caps. San 
Francisco saw the most success in that period between 1980 and 2000. After 
implementing the use of race in school assignment, only one school remained segregated. 
After just four years under the new consent decree utilizing a “diversity index” in place 
of race-based assignment, 35% of schools were segregated. San Francisco provides a 
convincing case for using race as a basis for admissions. However, this policy was ruled 
unconstitutional in 2007 (see Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School 
District No. 1). School choice programs have limited ability to mitigate school 
segregation without taking into account race. Even in a school district that cited specific 
goals of desegregation and lacked a deeply rooted history of contentious school 
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desegregation battles (San Francisco), plans that took into account demographic data of 
geographic zones did not mitigate segregation. The plans that were effective, even in 
areas with highly contentious desegregation policies, were those in which busing was 
mandated or race was used in student assignment. These kinds of policies have ended and 
been limited by the Supreme Court. 
 
 This research has highlighted the limited capability of school choice programs in 
addressing segregation. School segregation and residential segregation are closely 
intertwined and causally related to one another. School choice programs, especially 
voluntary, tend to exacerbate the effects of residential segregation. The relationship is 
cyclical—high levels of residential segregation impact levels of school segregation, and 
vice versa. Though they sometimes follow the same patterns, in every metropolitan area 
residential segregation was lower than school segregation. This highlights the difference 
in students that attend public and charter schools (generally minority) compared to 
private schools (generally white and affluent). I found that overall in the metropolitan 
areas studied, charter schools served high percentages of minority students and likely 
hindered the effectiveness of policies against desegregation. Alternatively, private 
schools enrolled high percentages of white students, accentuating white flight from public 
school systems in metropolitan areas. The white students that stay in the public school 
system tend to stay in neighborhood schools that are more segregated. Alternatively, 
white students often have more resources to access transportation and the voluntary 
transfer system. 
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 Spurring from patterns of residential segregation, school segregation is deeply 
rooted particularly in cities, making it very difficult to address without the ability to force 
compliance. Metropolitan areas must invest in their public schools to make them more 
attractive and high performing for all populations. A voluntary school choice program 
alone will not result in mitigations of school segregation. In order to have successful 
programs, access to information about voluntary transferring and providing transportation 
to schools outside of one’s own zoned school could help minority populations participate 
in greater capacity in voluntary school choice programs.  
 When looking close at these case studies, the resistance of the surrounding 
communities to comply with desegregation creates an extreme barrier to the efficacy of 
programs. However, even if communities express desire to integrate (such as San 
Francisco), they need to have effective means to do so. The only truly encouraging result 
at breaking some of the cycles of school segregation (without addressing residential 
segregation) was to explicitly use race as a basis for assignment. Diversity should be 
valued and strived for, particularly in earlier stages of education (i.e., before college). In 
these case studies, using race as a basis for assignment proved to be the most effective at 
alleviating some of the segregation in schools. 
Through my research, I found evidence that inter-district integration programs 
would be far more effective, though difficult to implement. This underscores the findings 
stated by the United States Commission on Civil Rights in 1977: 
“We have come to a point where substantial integration of public schools can be 
accomplished only if the area covered is larger than the city itself. If, on the other 
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hand, the responsibility to desegregate ends at the city line the decision in Brown 
v. Board will provide little or no tangible benefit to many millions of children who 
live in large cities. For these children, racially isolated education will continue to 
be a reality for the foreseeable future.” (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 10-12).  
I found evidence that voluntary transfer programs that do not provide 
transportation further segregation in schools. Through these four case studies, I found that 
integration is extremely difficult to achieve, particularly in metropolitan areas. Historical 
resistance to integration compounds the difficulty that districts have, due to historical 
white flight. I believe the most effective school choice policies would be ones that take 
race into account for assignment. 
Voluntary programs rely on individual choices, and overtime, particularly in 
cities, individuals have proven to choose highly segregated public schools or sidestep the 
public school system altogether. This makes integration extremely difficult to accomplish 
due to the lack of investment in city public schools specifically. Voluntary choice 
programs only provide opportunity for those with resources to transfer to different 
schools—furthering segregation. Children that attend their neighborhood public schools 
are less white and less affluent than the surrounding neighborhoods—meaning that even 
when white families live in diverse areas they choose to send their children outside of 
neighborhood schools (Saporito, 2007). Therefore, school choice policies that provide 
transportation for those without resources also may be more effective than those without. 
For school choice programs to be effective, there must be a level of compliance. Public 
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schools, particularly in cities, cannot be seen as lower quality in comparison with their 
private or parochial counterparts. Diversity is an asset—for children of all races. Instead 
of using racial composition of schools as a signal for school quality, diversity should be 
valued. Public schools could be reinvested in if families stayed in the public schools 
system. 
White flight from public schools has been a major roadblock to educational 
attainment. The students left in the public school system are at a disadvantage 
educationally. These fundamental problems facing the public education system will 
persist. Students need to be in more diverse environments, racially and 
socioeconomically, to provide them with the opportunity and resources to thrive. 
Students in schools with higher percentages minority students and lower socioeconomic 
status often perform worse academically. Disadvantaged students are overrepresented in 
the public education system while white and affluent students are underrepresented. 
Though schools such as magnet and exam schools may seem like a solution, white 
students still tend to make up a higher portion of these student populations. Due to 
particularly white flight from public schools, a vast majority of minority and low 
socioeconomic students are left behind in the public school system.  
The relationship between residential and school segregation is cyclical. 
Residential segregation is also driven in part by school choice policies. Families are 
driven to select communities based on the availability of education and perceived quality 
of the surrounding educational choices. Families without resources do not have the 
luxury to relocate to areas with more educational choice options or necessarily higher 
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quality educational options. Thus, school choice programs can drive surrounding 
residential similarly to how residential segregation can drive school segregation. These 
relationships are cyclical as buyers take into account schools and districts. Racially 
identifiable schools have been shown to indicate neglected schools, lowering the 
attractiveness of neighborhoods near these types of schools and perpetuating residential 
segregation (Orfield, 1980). Reinvestment in public education is necessary for public 
schools to be able to meaningfully integrate and improve the quality of education for all 
students. Unfortunately, in large part, this comes down to individual choice and selection. 
There is a direct effect of school integration on desegregating neighborhoods and 
creating a more inclusive racially diverse environment (Pearce, 1985). The integration of 
schools or residential areas would have positive integration effects on the other, due to 
their reciprocal relationship. In the Supreme Court case Swann v. Mecklenburg the court 
held that busing was an appropriate way to desegregate public school districts. In the 
majority opinion, the Court stated:  
“The location of schools may thus influence the patterns of residential 
development of a metropolitan area and have important impact on the 
composition of inner-city neighborhoods... School board decision may well 
promote segregated residential patterns, which when combined with 
“neighborhood zoning,” further lock the school system into the mold of 
separation of the races.” (Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg, 402 U.S. 1, 1971, at 
20-21). 
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The reciprocal relationship between housing and school segregation must be 
recognized—as addressing one will help to alleviate segregation in the other. The 
composition of inner cities is contingent on the location of school districts and quality 
schools, which incentivizes racial segregation beyond the schools. Though these issues 
are deeply embedded, addressing school segregation may be a starting point for effective 
change in residential segregation. There is evidence that school districts that were more 
integrated across metropolitan areas were significantly less segregated among their 
housing (Pearce, 1985).  
Thorough alternatives to race based assignment will likely be the most impactful 
integration technique, if integration is valued in schools. All children should have access 
to an equal quality education regardless of their race or socioeconomic status. Due to the 
fact that school choice programs are voluntary in nature (families can choose not to 
participate in public schools), individuals must also place a value on diversity. This is 
difficult in practice, as individuals often use race and socioeconomic status as a signal for 
school quality. Affluent families similarly select into residential areas based off of their 
perceived quality and off of the perceived quality of schools.  
Since race cannot be used in assignment, districts should turn to integration levels 
in neighborhoods. Drawing school attendance lines to encourage diversity in schools will 
help to mitigate some segregation in schools. School attendance zones will only have a 
mitigating effect, however, if they are drawn with the intent to break up the preexisting 
racial borders between residential areas. School attendance zones can be drawn to 
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incorporate different residential areas and different racial groups and levels of affluence, 
thus encouraging diversity in public schools. Additionally, school districts could try to 
use their school choice policies to encourage residential integration. In my research, I 
came across a solution that argued for busing in areas that had segregated public schools 
but allowing students living in integrated areas to attend their neighborhood school 
(Pearce, 1985). Busing, though it led to white flight, was effective at creating true 
integration changes and could still be considered a viable option. However, it is unlikely 
that large populations would consent to busing large distances, leading to likely more 
flight from the public school system. 
Limitations of school choice policies once again include compliance—at any 
point, a family could select out of the public school system in favor of outside education. 
Since school choice programs by their very nature require compliance, one of the most 
effective ways to create true integration in schools would be to encourage diversity in 
surrounding residential areas. Though this is also a deeply rooted and politically charged 
issue, creation of affordable housing in majority white and affluent areas could lead to 
more integration in public schools. 
I recommend further research into reinvesting in failing and majority-minority 
schools in order to make public education more appealing to affluent families living in 
diverse areas. I further recommend research into the impact of housing policies, such as 
affordable housing in affluent areas, at reducing segregation in residential areas and in 
schools.  
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